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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue Court or Aprrat No. 2 will not take many more days 
for the disposal of their list of appeals from the Chancery 
Division, for after those in Friday’s daily paper there are no 
more appeals from the Chancery Division ready to be heard 
pon ners. A When these are disposed of an opportunity will 
arise, of which it is hoped advantage will be Pe 5 to hear in 
that court some of the appeals from the Queen’s Bench Division. 


% | barley, and it is understood that 





Tue assistance of Lord Hatssury will be called in aid of the 
deliberations of Court of Appeal No. 1 on Tuesday next on the 
hearing of an appeal from an order in which was made 
by two of the learned judges of that branch of the court, and 
who cannot sit on the hearing of the appeal from their own 
order. The Lord Chancellor is stated not yet to have received 
the necessary qualification of the sign manual. . 





Next week will be published the order for transfer to Mr. 
Justice Romer of 175 actions. All objections to the transfer of 
actions in the lists which have been exhibited during this week 
will be finally disposed of on Saturday, and after that the order 
will be laid before the Lord Chancellor for his signature. By a 
notice printed in Thursday’s daily list the parties to the actions 
comprised in the transfer are warned to hold themselves in 
readiness for trial at an early date. 





We are far from blaming Neiiu’s energetic solicitors for 
endeavouring to obtain their client’s reprieve on the belated 
evidence of insanity sent to them from America, and we think 
that the allegations in the petition which they laid before the 
Home Secretary last week were sufficient to justify him (follow- 
ing the precedent established by Sir Wurt1am Hanrcovrrt in the 
case of Lasenta) in granting a respite, but we have no hesitation 
in saying that the evidence which was ultimately presented at 
the Home Office on Netxx’s behalf fell far short of proving that 
the convict laboured under such a degree of mental disease as 
either to prevent him from knowing the nature and quality of 
his acts or from controlling his actions. It cannot be too 
emphatically proclaimed that the mere existence of insani 
neither does, nor ought to, exempt a man from legal responsi- 
bility. We live in a world of nelgeas “ae ane ® people, who are 
yet amenable to the motives which influence, and the sanctions 
which check, the actions of ordi men, and so long as a man 
knows that an act is contrary to Divine, or even human, law, 
and is not driven to commit it by insane delusion, or by an un- 
controllable impulse, which is the direct and obvious product of 
mental disease, he is, and ought to be, punishable, whatever 
may be the precise weight or strength of his intellectual calibre. 
The application of these observations to the case of Nxrx1 is too 
clear to require elaboration. It is worthy of consideration 
whether the days of grace which the law allows to a convicted 
murderer should be agitated, as Nxm.’s were, by hopes and 
fears as to the result of some post-trial plea put forward on his 
behalf. We submit that the period of accorded to a 
convict by the mercy of the law should date from the time 
when the fate of any plea or petition put forward or presented 
on his behalf has been irrevocably determined. 





Mr. Gitpert Murray, a land agent in the Midland counties, 
is stated in the Zimes to be proposing to meet the present great 
agricultural depression by sliding scale rents, that is, by rents 
rising and falling with the prices of agricultural produce, 
Reservations of this kind are not unknown; thus in Kendall vy. 
Baker (11 OC. B. 842) we read of a lease in which the stipulation 
was that the lessee should pay a rent of £620 for the first year, 
to be reduced or increased in each subsequent year of a term of 
twenty-one years according to the average price of wheat in any 
one year of the said term, such average to be ascertained 
as under the Tithe Commutation Act. More recently, the 
late Lord Torremacue let many of his Suffolk farms on a 
sliding scale regulated by the av prices of wheat, oats, and 
is mode of letting worked 
ne Tapilad both oe ee and tenant. As Ae epee toner 
the Legislature itself has recognized a sliding scale as applicable 
to them, for it is enacted by section 8 of the Settled Land Act, 
1890, that a tenant for life may make mining leases at a rent to 
vary according to the price of the minerals or substances gotten, 
or any of them, and that such price may be the saleable value, 
or the price or value appearing in any trade or market or other 
price list or return from time to time, or may bo the marketable 
bone as a, in any ano. ag by the nee (in- 

uding a reference to arbitration) or ma an a 0 
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watch with interest the development of Mr. Murray’s scheme. 
If it should prove to be practically workable, tenants for life 
might well be authorized by the Legislature to incorporate it in 
their farming agreements in like manner as tenants for life are 
authorized to reserve rent on the sliding scale in mining leases. 





Tne Court or Aprreat have affirmed the decision of 
Sririne, J., in Hibbert vy. Lloyd (36 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 715) 
in which he refused to apply the principle of Cradock v. Piper 
(1 Mac. & G. 664) to the case of a solicitor mortgagee acting for 
himself and his co-mortgagee in proceedings relating to the 
security. In Cradock v. Piper Lord Corrennam had to deal with 
the case of a solicitor trustee, and to reconcile the allowance of 
costs to him for work done on behalf of his co-trustees with the 
rule that a trustee may not make a sage out of his trust. This 
he did by confining the rule to the costs of work done by a 
solicitor trustee on his own account solely, and he held that, 
since it was no part of his business as trustee to assist other 
parties in suits relative to the trust property, he might properly 
charge for work done on behalf of his co-trustees. This, how- 
ever, does not seem to be reconcilable with the broader principle 
that a trustee may not place himself ina position in which his 
interest conflicts with his duty, and the decision has always been 
treated as exceptional, and has been restricted to cases similar 
to that in which it was given. Thus it applies only to costs of 
litigation, and not to the costs of work done out of court : Lincoln 
v. Windsor (9 Hare, 158), Re Corsellis (35 W. R. 309, 34 Ch. D. 
675). But a solicitor mortgagee stands upon a different footing. 
He is not a trustee for the mortgagor, and the question, there- 
fore, is not whether his interest conflicts with his duty, but 
whether certain costs are recoverable from the mortgagor. Under 
the mortgage contract the latter is liable for principal, interest, and 
costs, and such costs do not include remuneration to the mortgagee 
for work done by himself personally : Re Wallis (38 W. R. 482, 
25 Q. B. D. 176). What, then, is the true application of this 
rule when the mortgagee is acting, not for himself alone, but 
for himself and his co-mortgagees? Of course the lay mort- 
gagee is entitled to employ a solicitor, and the solicitor mort- 
gagee is not bound to act in that capacity for him; therefore 
the ground of the decision in Cradock y. Piper exists here, and 
the matter is not open to the objections made to that case based 
upon the special position of a trustee. The solicitor mortgagee 
is under no obligation to protect the pocket of the mortgagor, 
and the latter cannot complain if he has to bear the expense 
usually incident to a ~ But he may raise any 
objection founded upon his liability under the mortgage 
contract, and he may point, therefore, to the circumstance 
that the solicitor, though acting for his co-mortgagee, is, 
in fact, receiving profit costs for work done by himself on his 
own account, profit costs which, in this view of the matter, the 
mortgagor is under no liability to pay. In the opinion of 
Srietine, J., and the Court of Appeal this objection is well 
founded, and unless the case is taken further, and with a differ- 
ent result, solicitor mortgagees are now, in the absence of 
special agreement, unable under any circumstances to charge 

rofit costs as against the mortgagor. The result is to be 

e ted. 1t deprives solicitors of costs to which they are 
fairly entitled, and it will not benefit mortgagors. Solicitor 
mortgagees will not make mortgagors a present of their 
services, and they will, of course, employ independent solicitors 
to act for them. 


WE nave often pointed out the great risks that are incurred 
when conveyances are drawn without due consideration ; and it 
must be remembered that a solicitor may render himself liable 
for negligence owing to the incompetence of his clerk. A man 
may be able to draw very simple assurances without being able 
safely to prepare those of a more complicated character ; some 
peop e, again, have a considerable mechanical power of drafting 
without in the least understanding their own drafts. They have 
been told that if they use the appropriate form in Davidson 
or Key & Elphinstone property will be transferred in the 
manner they wish; but they do not see that if there are two 


manners in which the property can be transferred, the employ- | 


ment of one or the other may lead to very different results. 
For example, where land stands limited to the use of A. for life, 
with remainder to the use of B. in fee or in tail, there are two 
modes in which the fee can be conveyed to a purchaser. A. 
can convey under the power conferred upon him by the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, or A. and B. can convey according to their 
| interests. In either case the purchaser acquires the fee, but in 
|other respects the conveyances have a somewhat different 
operation. If the conveyance is made im the former manner the 
purchase-money has to be paid to the trustees of the settlement 
for the purposes of the Settled Land Act, 1882, and the liability 
to succession duty which will become due on the death of A. 
attaches on the purchase-money, not on the land. If, on the 
other hand, the conveyance is made in the latter manner, the 
purchase-money has to be paid to A. and B.; they take it free 
from succession duty, while the land is liable to the duty when 
it becomes due on the death of A. It follows that where for 
any reason the conveyance is taken in the latter form, it is the 
duty of the purchaser’s solicitor to see that the duty is com- 
muted before completion. From cases which have recently come 
under our notice we are inclined to think that the difference in. 
the effect of conveyances made in these forms is not well under- 
stood, and therefore we call attention to it. The same principle. 
holds good in every case in which settled property can be. 
sold, either by exercising a power or by the conveyance of' 
the beneficial interests. Take the following case. X. by 
his will devises his real estate, charged with his debts, to 
L. and M. in fee simple, and appoints them his executors. Hue 
devises the beneficial interest to A. for life, with remainder to 
B. and C. as tenants in common. In this case A. could not sell 
under the Settled Land Act without having trustees for the 
purposes of the Act appointed, as the power to sell for payment 
of debts implied in favour of the executors hy the charge of 
debts does not make them trustees for the purposes of the Acts. 
But by virtue of the charge the executors could sell, and, 
having the legal estate, they could convey it for the purpose of 
carrying out the sale. Therefore the executors alone could 
make a good conveyance to a purchaser, and the land taken by 
him under such a conveyance would have been free from the. 
succession duty which would have become payable on A.’s. 
death. But suppose that the conveyance was taken from A., B., 
and C. with the concurrence of the trustees for the purpose of 
passing the legal estate, then on A.’s death the purchaser 
would have to pay the duty then becoming due. 





A NIcE question of law arising out of a conviction for the 
sale of oysters in the close season was decided by a divisional 
court last week in the case of Robertson v. Johnson (reported 
elsewhere). An oyster dealer and his assistant had beon 
convicted of the above offence under section 4 of the Fisheries 
(Oyeter, Crab, and Lobster) Act, 1877. There was no doubt 
that they had sold oysters in the month of July, which is part 
of the close season. The only question was whether the oysters 
which they sold were within the protection which the Act 
affords to oysters taken in English fisheries. Section 4, which 
creates the offence and provides the penalty, contains the pro- 
viso that ‘‘« person shall not be guilty of an offence under 
this section if he satisfies the court that the oysters alleged 
to have been sold, exposed for sale, &c., were taken within the 
waters of some foreign State.” The oysters in question had 
been “taken” from French beds in February or March, and, 
according to a common practice of the trade, brought alive to 
England and relaid ina creek in the river Medway. They were 





then dredged up when required for the market during the close 
season for English oysters. It appeared clear that the reason 
for their transplantation was because they could not be im- 
_— alive during the hot weather, when, no doubt, there is the 

est sale for these oysters; they were, in fact, stored in the 
Medway as they might have been stored in a tank, and were not 
laced there in an ordinary oyster-bed for breeding purposes. 
heir condition when sold was not very reassuring to the lovers 
of oysters out of season—most of them had either spawned or 
were spawning; but this fact, though possibly it had its effect 
on the mind of the City alderman who convicted the appellants, 
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was not the question before the court. The point was, 
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were these French or Lor ayy Bae ig were they “taken” 
when they left their native in March or when they 
were brought from their temporary home in the Medway 
in July? The court decided that they were “taken” in 
foreign waters, and, therefore, came within the exception in 
section 4 of the Act; the conviction was consequently quashed. 
If we may apply terms adapted more to bipeds than to bivalves, 
we might say that these exiled oysters always had the intention 
of keeping their domicil of origin, and that from the time they 
left their French home until they reached the English consumer 
—but not, we trust, afterwards—retained the animus revertendi, 





Tux supement of the Court of Appeal in Re M'Grath 
(Infants), delivered by Linpizy, L.J., contains an interesting 
exposition of the present practice of the court as to the religious 
education of children after the death of the father. The 
primary consideration in this, as in other matters, is the welfare 
of the child, but the court cannot decide in the abstract that one 
religion is more for the benefit of the child than another, and it 
is necessary to have recourse to the further principle that the 
wishes of the father are to be in the first instance respected, it 
being assumed, in the absence of any indication to the contrary, 
that he would wish his children to 3 brought up in his own 
religion. Strictly speaking, indeed, this principle comes first, 
and is the result of the father’s authority over his children, an 
authority of which he cannot deprive himself by any ante- 


nuptial or other contract: Re Violet Nevin (1891, 2 Ch. 299). | P 


Hence it has been said to be the rule of the court in dealing 
with the child to have sacred re to the religion of the 
father ; and, unless under very special circumstances, to see that 
the child is brought up in the religious faith of the father, what- 
ever that religious faith may have been: Hawksworth v. Hawks- 
worth (19 W. R. 735, L. R. 6 Ch. 539), And this duty which 
the court owes to the father is not interfered with by the in- 
creased rights which the mother now has under the Guardianship 
of Infants Act, 1886: Re Scanlan (40 Ch. D. 200). As Liyviey, 
L.J., says, a widow may still find herself compelled to bring up her 
child in a religion which she abhors. But there is the legs reason 
for paying attention to the religion of the father if he has been 
sale indifferent to religious matters. The indication of his wishes 
afforded by his religion is thereby weakened, and this effect is 
increased if in his life he has actually consented to some of his 
children being brought up in a different religion. It becomes 
easy then to set aside this consideration altogether, and to look 
solely at the welfare of the children. Both these circumstances 
existed in the } ype case. The father was not a religious 
man, and he did not attend any place of eas ye ore- 
over, although nominally a Catholic, he allowed his eldest 
son to be educated by Protestants. This would seem, therefore, 
to leave the question of the education of the other children an 
open one. In point of fact the mother, after the father’s death, 
entrusted them to a Protestant lady, whom she had appointed 
as > tag: oy whom they were well provided for. One 
of them, a girl, had nearly reached an age at which the court 
could not interfere with her. The result, then, of directing that 
the rest should be brought up as Catholics would have been to 
separate the children from each other in religious sympathy, and 
clearly this was not for the benefit of the ge ones. The 
court accordingly declined to interfere. Lord Justice Liypizy 
referred to the fact that the mother’s wishes were irrelevant, 
adding, ‘although it is very painful so to hold.” It is worthy 
of consideration whether it would be expedient to amend the 
Act of 1886 by giving the mother, if surviving, power over 
the religious education of children of tender years, unless 
express testamentary directions have been left by the father. 





In THe case of Re Hoyle, Hoyle v. Hoyle ean penges eo 
the Court of Appeal held that a recital in a was & ro 
note or memorandum of a verbal promise to answer the debt, 
default, or miscarriages of another within the meaning of the 
4th section of the Statute of Frauds. In the parti case 
the court was of opinion that the promise under discussion did 
not in fact constitute one to which the statute applied at all; 


it. Kzxxewicn, J., had refused to admit the will as a sufficient 
memorandum (36 Soxrorrors’ Journat, 647), declining to be 
ided by the authority of Millington v. (3 Ir. Ch. 

. 236), which he did not regard as binding on him, and 
which, as we pointed out in commenting on Hoyle when 
before the court below (36 Soxicrrors’ JourNat, 661), was a 
case of acknowledgment under the Real Limitation 
Act, 1833. The Court of Appeal, in © view they did, 
pointed out that the statute applied, not to the validity of the 
contract, but only to the ure, as Leroux v. Brown (1 


(3 Atk. 503) Lord Harpwicxe says that, the substance of the 
statute being complied with, the forms of compliance are not 
insisted on, and in Barkworth v. Young (1 . 1) Vice: 
Chancellor Kixprrstxy says that, having a written statement 
of the agreement and all its terms, it can signify nothing what 
is the nature or character of the document containing such 
written statement, whether it is a letter, or a deed or other 
legal instrument, or an answer to a bill, or an affidavit in 
Chancery or in Bankruptcy or in Lunacy, provided it be signed 
by the party to be canine. At first sight, it might appear that 
a will, boing, 0s wes waged in acquaeah, an ambulatory instru- 
ment, and of no force during the lifetime of the testator, would 
be insufficient for the ar ate but the answer is that, the 
question being one of evidence, and not of intention, it does 
not matter that the person making it did not mean it to be 
evidence. The question, as A. L. , L.J., pointed out, is 
ractically, Is the note or memorandum de facto drafted and 
signed by the person to be charged ? 





Wuarever the future may have in store for those who are 
concerned in the conduct of litigation, it is, at all events, certain 
that there is, at present, nc falling off in the work of the county 
courts, as appears from the last erage ne og Revgrsig upon the 
subject. rom this document we learn that in 1891 the 
number of plaints issued for sums not exceeding £20 reached 
the i of 1,019,053 (bei ee gten ga 3 the 
total attained in the preceding year); while in respect of claims 
above £20, 11,685 pliants were entered, or 112 more than'in 1890. 
Moreover, the number of cases involving sums above £50, which, 
by agreement of the parties, were disposed of in the county 
courts last year, denote an increase of about at ve cent. on the 
total reached in 1890. As cases within the special juris- 
diction of the county courts, the figures for 1891 also indicate an 
ever-expanding volume of work, the number of actions under 
the Employers’ Liability Act alone having increased from 220 in 
1890 to 368 in 1891. Turning from the litigation which the 
county courts absorb by virtue of their origi urisdiction to 
that which is remitted to them from the h Court, we find 
that over 1,600 cases (including inte er issues) were trans- 
cs umual, disposed ot by the jidges of the. metropaitan county 
as us i of by the j of the. n coun 
courts ; one of their number, Sa Sronor, having had a larger 
number of cases remitted to him any other judge, his share 
amounting to no less than 179 cases. er the contemplated 
changes in procedure and other matters with which we are 
menaced will affect, in any way, the work of the county courts 
cannot, of course, at present be determined ; but, judging from 
past experience, we venture to ict that, whatever happens,’ 
its volume will not appreciably be diminished. 








but, if it did, there was ample evidence to take the case out of 
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W. R. 22, 12 ©. B. 801) plainly shewed. In Welford v. Beazeley — 
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DANGERS TO ORDER 14. 


Two opposing forces are at work to injure order 14. On one 
hand it is threatened by the persistent refusal of the Rule 
Committee to restore to the master and judge in chambers the 
power to amend which was taken away by Gurney v. Small; 
and, on the other hand, it is threatened by the efforts of those 
who seek to enlarge the scope of its operations, by allowing 
writs to be specially indorsed for unliquidated damages, and for 
the return of chattels in actions of detinue, and in other cases. 
We are bound to take the fact that the judges omitted in their 
report to deal with the state of affairs created by Gurney v. Small 
as a refusal on their part todo so. It is inconceivable that they 
should have made their proposals for improving the working of 
order 14 without having Gurney v. Smailin their minds. We 
are bound to credit them with complete knowledge of the effect 
which that case has produced, and of the difficulties which it has 
created. Independently of the fact that we ourselves have on 
many occasions during the past year pressed this question of 
amendment under order 14 upon the notice of the Rule Com- 
mittee, there are the additional circumstances that a judge sits 
daily in chawbers, and that the existence of this decision of 
Gurney v. Small was the foundation of all those cases on claims 
for interest in special indorsements which attracted so much 
notice during the spring and summer. So far from desiring to 
decrease the difficulties of plaintiffs under order 14, the judges 
say in their report that one purpose of their procedure resolu- 
tions is to put a check upon the unreasonable use of that order 
by plaintifis. We have, therefore, the judges, on one hand, 
declaring in effect that the scope of order 14 must be stringently 
restricted, while, on the other hand, we have a demand by a 
committee of the Incorporated Law Society, supported by Mr. 
Justice Cave, for a considerable extension of its operation. We 
may say, at the outset of our remarks, that our sympathies in 
this matter are all in favour of any extension which can be 
safely adopted, but at the same time we regard any alteration 
of order 14 as a matter of such great importance that we think 
every pro tending to this end should be most carefully 
examined before it is adopted. 

We cannot help thinking that the judges have taken fright 
at the enormous success of the summary procedure under order 
14, They owe some 7,000 actions a year determined within a 
month of the issue of the writ, without trial, and in the face of 
the demand of the defendant that he may be allowed to defend, 
and the spectacle has alarmed them. It must be admitted that 
without the most stringent safeguards such a sweeping and 
summary process as this would constitute a real danger. But 
the safeguards which exist are, in our opinion, most stringent 
and most ample. In the first place, we have ord. 3, r. 6, which 
is like a carefully-guarded gate into the inclosure where the 
court exercises the drastic power conferred upon it by order 14. 
A plaintiff cannot obtain summary judgment at all unless his 
claim is strictly within ord. 3, r. 6, and he cannot obtain it even 
then without summoning the defendant before the court and 
proving that there is no defence to the action, and at the same 
time giving the defendant the opportunity of shewing that he 
has a defence. If the defendant can shew that he has any 
defence on the merits, or (since Gurney v. Small) that there is 
the most trivial technical flaw in the plaintiff's special indorse- 
ment, or that there is a legal question of liability to be tried, or 
if he offers to pay the amount claimed into court to abide the 
result of the trial, the plaintiff cannot obtain judgment against 
him. Surely these safeguards are enough. It cannot be con- 
tended that a defendant who has no defence and no means of 
paying the amount claimed against him into court to abide the 
event ought to be allowed to put the plaintiff to the cost of 
going to trial. Why should the plaintiff be put to such addi- 
tional cost in order to sectire judgment against a defendant 
without a defence and without money to pay? We may go even 
one step farther, and ask if it is just to allow such a defend- 
ant to force the plaintiff to trial because there is some trifling 
technical flaw in the form of his claim, which the court might 
remedy if it had power todo so? The court ought, surely, to 
shew sufficient confidence in its own justice and discretion to 
retain the power to overrule objections based upon mere trivial 
technicalities. Wo commend this view of the case to the judges. 








Let us now consider the proposed extension of the scope of 
order 14. Mr. Justice Cave says it may be largely extended. 
The Incorporated Law Society says the same. Others, too, 
consider that it may be extended so as to embrace claims for 
damages where the right to recover is not contested, but the 
quantum alone is in a and also actions of detinue. For 
our part we are inclined to doubt the possibility of extending 
the procedure under order 14 to unliquidated claims of any 
kind, and we hope the Rule Committee will be extremely 
cautious in their consideration of any such proposal. With the 
exception of the one removable cause of friction which we have 
mentioned, order 14 works perfectly. It is economical and expe- 
ditious, and is therefore an inestimable benefit to suitors. Let 
us beware lest we kill the goose with the golden eggs. At any 
rate, the onus of proof rests with the party who advocate exten- 
sion. What they demand is, not merely a development of method, 
but a change of principle, and the burden rests upon them to 
shew that the summary precess of order 14 can be worked out 
in detail, when applied to unliquidated claims, with the same 
safety from possible injustice that now characterizes its opera- 
tion on actions for certain liquidated claims. 

As we understand ord. 3, r. 6, and order 14, they are based 
upon the principle that where a man has entered into a simple 
contract to pay a stated sum of money, and can neither deny 
that he did enter into that contract, nor shew the existence of 
any reasonable ground for disputing his liability to pay, he 
ought to be compelled to pay without forcing the plaintiff to go 
to trial. The inclusion in ord. 3, r. 6, of actions for recovery 
of land where such an action is brought by the landlord against 
a tenant whose term has expired, or been duly determined by 
notice to quit, is strictly within the same principle. So long as 
we remain within that principle we have a solid reason, con- 
sistent with a common-sense view of justice, for depriving a 
defendant of his constitutional right to trial; and we are safe. 
But shall we be still within the lines of safety if we extend the 
same summary process to unliquidated claims—claims, that is, 
in the nature of damages? We do not assert that no such ex- 
tension is possible within the lines of safety; but we do not see 
the possibility at present. The proposal to extend order 14 to 
actions for damages where the liability is not in dispute, but 
only the amount of damages, is beside the mark ; because in all 
pons 4 cases the defendant may under the existing rules allow 
judgment to go against him by default of —. or defence 
and yet may appear at the assessment. These cases, therefore, 
are already provided for. Before any other unliquidated claims 
are brought under the operation of order 14 they must be as 
definitely classified as are the claims included in ord. 3, r. 6, and 
it must be shewn quite clearly that they may be made the sub- 
ject of summary precedure, not merely with convenience, but 
with safety. 

There is one development of order 14 which we think both 
safe and feasible. There is no reason, in our opinion, why a 
writ should not be specially indorsed as to of the claim 
instead of exclusively for the entire claim, where part of the 
claim is within ord. 3, r.6, and part is not. A second action 
might thereby be often prevented without any sacrifice of prin- 
ae or safety. There is one other improvement which ought, 
we think, to be made. The master in making an order for 
judgment under order 14 ought to have power to fix the costs. 
He has no such power now if either party object. The plaintiff 
sometimes objects for the sole purpose of getting the costs of 
taxation, and sometimes the defendant objects for the sole pur- 
pose of delay. It would, in our opinion, be better for both 
parties to give the court discretion to fix the costs in face of the 
objection of either party. 








RETROSPECTIVE LEGISLATION AS TO WILLS. 
Mr. Justice Nortu recently decided a case of Re Bridger, Brompton 
Hospital for Consumption v. Lewis (ante, p. 26, Weekly Notes, 1892, 
149), in which it appeared that a testator, on the 29th of June, 
1891, made awill giving the residue of his estate to trustees on trust 
for his wife for life, and after her death in trust to pay “ such 

of my said residuary trust estate which may by law be given 
or charitable p ” to the Brompton Hospital, and as to 
the remainder, upon trust for E. W. At the date of the will, 
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therefore, the testator could only give pure personalty for chari- 
table purposes. But on the 5th of August, 1891, the Mortmain 
and Charitable Uses Act of that year was passed, enabling land 
and impure personalty to be devised and bequeathed for chari- 
table purposes. The 9th section of this Act provides that “this 
Act shall only apply to the will of a testator dying after the 
passing of this Act.” The testator in the case before us died on 
the 20th of February, 1892. Under these circumstances Mr. 
Justice Nortu held that the hospital took the whole residuary 
estate, and E, W. took nothing. This is certainly a startling 
decision, for it holds that the effect of a will may be entirely 
altered by an Act of Parliament passed after its execution. 

We have before us only short reports of the case, which set 
out few of the arguments used, but we presume that the recent 
authorities bearing upon the subject were duly cited. A similar 
question arose under the Apportionment Act, and disclosed some 
difference of opinion among learned judges. 

In Jones v. Ogle (21 W. R. 236, L. R. 8 Ch. 195, OC. A., Dec., 
1872) Lord Szxzorne, affirming the decision of the Master of the 
Rolls, said: ‘‘ If it were necessary to decide, I should have very 
great difficulty indeed in seeing my way to the conclusion that 
this Act of Parliament either was intended to alter, or has in 
this case had the effect of altering, the proper construction of 
words contained in a will made before the Act passed. Ifa will 
had been made afterwards, I can quite follow the argument 
which would say that in such a case a testator makes his will 
having the Act of Parliament in view, and that the words he 
uses are not to be construed without regard to the Act of 
Parliament. But I apprehend the construction of the words 
of a specific gift will be taken generally according to the 
meaning of the words at the period the will was made.” 
In Hasiuck v. Pedley (28 W. BR. 551), however, a different 
result was arrived at (L. R. 19 Eq. 271, December, 1874, 
JzsseL, M.R.). In that case a will made before the Apportion- 
ment Act had been confirmed by a codicil made after it, but the 
judge considered that circumstance immaterial. In givin 
judgment he said :—“ It is said that testators make their wi 
on the supposition that the state of the law will not be altered ; 
and it is contended that this will ought to be construed as it 
would have been under the old law. The answer to that is, 
that a testator who knows of an alteration in the law (as this 
testator ”’—and we presume all testators—‘‘ must be presumed 
to have done) and does not choose to alter his will, must be 
taken to mean that his will shall take effect according to the 
new law. . . . The Act does not affect the meaning of tho 
will, it only alters its legal operation.” Sir Grorcz JEssEL was 
avery great judge, but we must confess that in this case we accept 
his conclusion more readily than his reasoning. The apportion- 
ment of dividends is a very small matter, and no great alteration 
of the rights of parties was effected by applying it universally. 
But we cannot approve of a judge arriving at this result by saying 
that he was not affecting the meaning of the will, but only 
altering its legal operation. As a matter of fact he was making 
certain words give to A. something less than they would have 
given before the Act. Neither are we pleased by the spectacle 
of every testator scrutinizing every Act of Parliament which is 
passed in these days of experimental legislation, and making a 
new will every year to suit the altered law. Such a prospect is 
not without its charm for lawyers, but cannot be said to be 
beneficial to the general public. Hasluck v. Pedley was, how- 
ever, followed by Fry, J., in Constable v. Constable (11 Ch. D. 681, 
April, 1879, 27 W. R. Dig. 230) and the principle of apportion: 
ment was further extended by Pxarson, J., in Lawrence v. 
Lawrence (32 W. R. 791, 26 Ch. D. 795, May, 1884), where suc- 
cessive interests were created by a testator who died before the 
Apportionment Act, and a tenant for life of the settled property 
died after the Act. Mr. Justice Pearson held that the Act was 
intended to direct an apportionment in all cases arising after it, 
even although the parties affected took interests which vested 
before the passing of the Act. We would remark again that 
such a construction of an Act of Parliament can only be justified 
on the ground that the alteration of rights effected by it is 
small in comparison with the total amount of the property at 
stake; and it is not proper to apply to capital the rules enun- 
ciated for the mere apportionment ob current income. 


‘ On any question of importance the proper rule to apply 





appears to be that laid down by Lord Szrzornz in the Court of 
Appeal in the case of Jones v. Ogle, which has been mentioned 
above. The same point was again decided by the Oourt of 
Appeal in Re March, Mander v. Harris (32 W. R. 941, 27 Oh. D. 
166, July, 1884). In that case Mr. Justice Carrry had held 
that the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, had altered the 
rule that a man and his wife were one person, and hati held 
accordingly that on a gift to A. and B. and B.’s wife, each pay 
took a third, instead of A. taking half aud B. and his wife the 
other half, as was formerly the case. The Court of A 
reversed this, on the ground that as the will was made 

the Married Women’s Property Act came into operation, it must 
be construed in accordance with the law at that time, although 
the testator died after the passing of the Act. Lord Justice 
LInDLey, in considering what the married woman took under the 
will, said (p. 169), ‘‘ That depends upon the proper construction 
of the will, and for purposes of construction these rules, which 
prevailed when the will was made, and with reference to which 
wills may fairly be presumed to have been framed, must be 
observed. The reasoning of the Lord Chancellor in Jones v. 
Oyle (ubi sup.) upon this point ap to us unanswerable, and 
we do not regard the case of Hasluck v. Pedley (ubi sup.) as 
really inconsistent with this view.” He further added that in 
the caso before him he could not distinguish the construction of 
the will from its legal effect. He held, therefore, that A. took 
a moiety of the property, and B. and his wife the other 
moiety. 

We conceive that the same principle should be applied to the 
Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, 1891. It is true that that 
Act contains an explicit statement in section 9 that ‘this Act 
shall only apply to the will of a testator dying after the passing 
of this Act.” But we conceive that this section does not settle 
how the Act shall apply, and the word “only” certainly does 
not strengthen the section. Our readers have doubtless heard of 
certain matches which are said to be “‘ warranted to ignite only 
on the box” and not always on it. The section may well be con- 
strued in this sense. There are, indeed, many cases in which it 
may be properly applied to wills made before it, and we appre- 
hend that the draftsman of the Act and the legal members of 
Parliament who considered, or omitted to consider, the Act, had 
these cases in view. In many cases the old law defeated tho 
intentions of testators. Often a testator gave a charitable legacy, 
and the same failed altogether, or in part, by reason of its being 
payable out of an impure or mixed fund. We see no objection 
to giving a retrospective operation to the Act so far as the old 
law defeated what was clearly a testator’s intention ; but-we see 
every objection to giving a retrospective operation to the Act 
when by so doing the effect of a will is rendered something very 
different from an Sr the testator contemplated when he e it. 

Our opinion is, therefore, with great deference, that the 
decision in the case of Re Bridger, Brompton Hospital for Con- 
sumption v. Lewis, is bad in principle; but, of course, our 
opinion is of no weight as against a case decided by a learned 
judge. We can only advise all practitioners who have drawn 
wills in the form which was the subject of decision in that case 
to call the attention of their clients to the point, so that new wills 
may be executed if the old wills have been rendered undesirable 
by this clumsy legislation and the recent decision. 








Tuesday’s Gazette announced that the Queen has granted to the Hon. 
George Denman, Jate one of the judges of the High Court of Justice, an 
annuity of £3,500 for life. | ‘This is the judicial pension to which Mr. 
Denman became by law entitled on his t after more than fifteen 
years’ service. 

The following advertisement in the Times shews the German mode of 

ure in the case of who have disappeared :—‘‘ Johann Dalski, 
utcher, who was born 4th May, 1848, at Schneidemiihl, and is supposed 
to have last resided in England, is required to rt himself before the 
19th September, 1893, in default of he will be declared as deceared. 
—Royal Prussian Official Court. Schneidemiihl, 3rd November, 1892.’’ 


A Texas journal, saya the A Law Journal, tells of a. justice of the 
pets balding court on the border ithe between ‘Texas aad Arkansas, who 
said to a man charged with murder and horse-stealing : ‘*Do you want to 
be tried by the Arkansas law or the Texas law? If by the former, I'll set 
you free for stealing the horse, but hang you for the man. If by 
the Texas Jaw, I’ll avquit you for m the man, but hang you for 
stealing the horse.’’ 
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REVIEWS. 
CONTRACTS 
A Digest or Principtes or THE LAw or ConrTRACTs. 

Martin LEAKE, Barrister-at-Law. Tutrp EDITION. 

Sons (Limited). 

Mr. Leake began by writing for students, and with a view to 
jsere J the law in a shape which would facilitate codification. Inci- 
dentally he found that he was doing good service to practising 
lawyers, and in their interests the present edition has been produced. 
Requests for a new edition of the work which have reached him have 
led, he says, to the conclusion that it has been more used in the 
practice of the profession than in the study of the law, for which, as 

§ prepared, he thought it might perhaps be useful. As a 
writer for students Mr. Leake has had formidable competitors in Sir 
Frederick Pollock and Sir William Anson, and we are not sorry to 
see. the change in his design. Indeed, the manner in which he 
writes, while it is somewhat too full of detail for the requirements of 
students, is admirably suited to serve the purpose of the practitioner. 
To Mr. Leake’s efforts to secure for law a scientific form the reader 
is indebted for the admirable arrangement given to the book, while 
the substance will sustain its claims to present the principles of the 
law, these being fortified at every point by reference to the authori- 
ties. Mr. Leake, indeed, is eminently successful in digesting the 
cases and placing the result before the reader in a clear and interest- 
ing form. We notice at p. 137, in connection with judgment debts, 
that it is still assumed that 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112 is the last statute on 
the subject, so that a judgment is said not to bind land until it has 
been delivered in execution by virtue of a writ of elegit, no notice 
being taken of the registration which is now required under the Land 
Charges Registration and Searches Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 51). 
And at p. 862 it is said, on the authority of Newbould v. Smith (33 
Ch. D. 127), that payments of interest on a mortgage by the mort- 
gagor, after he has assigned the equity of redemption, does not keep 
the charge alive against the assignee, though the opposite is clearly 
settled by the decision of the House of Lords in Chinnery v. Evans 
(11 H. L. Cas. 115). But there is very little to which we can take 
exce tion, and the work is complete, accurate, and easy of reference. 
By keeping the whole in type till completion the authorities have 
been included down to the latest possible date. 

A NEW DIARY. 
THe LAwYErR’s Diary anv Courts or Justice DIrEcToRY FOR 


By 5. 
Stevens & 


substantial alterations. Consequently the only changes are those 
which have been rendered necessary by the cases decided in the 
interval. Johnson v. Lindsay in the House of Lords (40 W. R. 405; 
1891, A. C. 371) has checked an improper extension of the 
doctrine of common employment (p. 93), and Smith v. 
Baker, before the same tribunal, has checked also the attempt 
to evade the policy of the Employers’ Liability Act by 
means of the maxim “‘volenti non fit injuria” (p. 154). The para- 
graph which formerly expounded the rule of we to be deduced 
from Burrowes v. Lock (10 Ves. 470) has had to give way to a para- 
graph (p. 266) founded on Low v. Bouverie (40 W. R. 50; 1891, 
3 Ch. 82), and the decision of the House of Lords (40 W. R. 337 ; 
1892, A. C. 25) confirms the previous statement of the principle 
established by the Mogul case (p. 289). So, again, reference is made 
(p. 316) to the recent exposition of the wrong involved in conversion 
given by Cottrns, J., in Consolidated Uo. v. Curtis (40 W. R. 426 ; 1892, 
1 Q. B. 495). These are some of the most notable additions. Of the 
merits of the book itself it is unnecessary now to speak, but it may 
be observed that it contains in the chapter on ‘‘ Wrongs to Possession 
and Property’ (chapter ix., sections 1, 8), an excellent account, not, 
perhaps, to be matched elsewhere, of the extent to which possession 
is protected in English law, and throughout it is written in a style 
which keeps up the reader’s interest in a manner not often experienced 
in law books. 


CONVICTIONS. 


PALEY’s LAW AND PRacrice oF SUMMARY CONVICTIONS UNDER THE 
SUMMARY JURISDICTION Acts, 1848-1884. SrvENTH EDITION. 
By W. H. Macnamara, Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell ; 
Stevens & Sons; Butterworths. 


The first edition of this well-known work appeared so far back as 
1814, not long after the birth of Jervis, C.J., who revolutionized the 
law of the subject in 1848, The late Mr. Macnamara brought out 
the fourth and fifth editions before his appointment as Railway 
Commissioner, and the present edition, as an the one before it, 
has been prepared by his son. Since 1879, when the last edition 
appeared, the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1884, which was necessary 
to complete the work begun by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, 
and the Interpretation Act, 1889, have been passed, and two sets of 
Summary Jurisdiction Rules, in 1880 and 1886, have been issued. All 
these statutes and rules, together with the numcrous cases affecting 
the subject-matter of the book, have been carefully and neatly 
inserted. The Acts and Rules (including extracts from the Crown 





1893, WITH Map oF ENGLAND AND WALES SHEWING THE DIs- 
TRICT REGISTRIES OF THE HicH Court. Edited by Francis A. 


STRINGER, of the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice. Sweet 
& Maxwell (Limited). 
We have here quite a new departure in legal diaries. In place of 


much of the usual contents of these publications, there is first of all 
a calendar containing notes of ‘legal and other fixtures,” i.¢., 
days and last days for various proceedings and acts. This is 
followed by a list of towns in England and Wales shewing the 
county, county court district, and district registry of the High Court 
in which each place is situate. There is an accompanying map shew- 
ing the areas of the district registries, from which it appears that 
the greater part of England and Wales is without any district 


registry. This map is certainly one of the most curious ‘ object | 


lessons” we have seen. Succeeding this there is an excellent direc- 
tory to the Royal Courts, with ground plan and plan of court floor; 
a table shewing the position in the building and office hours of all the 
departments ; and a directory giving the names of all official persons 
in the building, and shewing the precise position of their rooms. 
Supreme Court fees and stamp duties follow, succeeded by a list of 
sheriffs, with proper designations for writs of execution. 
table of intestates’ estates, postal information, and interest tables, 
there is a diary on good paper, a day to a page, and a cash account, 
It seems to us that the work, which is admirably printed and very 
tastefully bound, will meet a want; but we fancy that, sooner or later, 
the editor will have to add lists of practising counsel and solicitors; 
and if he and our esteemed correspondent, Mr. John Miller, of 
Bristol, will consult with regard to the mode in which the solicitors’ 
- —— be framed, we fancy that a valuable reform might be 
le 5 





TORTS. 


Tue Law oF Torts: A TREATISE ON THE PRINCIPLES OF OBLIGA- 
TIONS ARISING FROM CIVIL WronGs IN THE Common LAW; TO 
WHICH IS ADDED A DRAFT OF A CopE or Civin LAWS PREPARED 
FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF INDIA. By Sir FrepEnick Poxwock, 
Bart., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Turrp Eprrion. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The second edition of this work was published in 1890, and the 
author in the present edition does not appear to have made any 


After a} 





Office Rules) are printed at length in an appendix, with convenient 
cross-references to the places where they are commented on in the 
| text. We have not come across any independent criticism ; even the 
|remarkable case of Leg. v. Glamorganshire Justices (1892, 1 Q. B. 

621), in which it was held that licensing justices are a court of sum- 

mary jurisdiction, being abstracted without any comment. The 
| index is very full and good, and in the table of cases all such cases as 
|R. v. —— or Rey. v. —— are alphabetically arranged under the 
| defendants’ names, as such cases always ought to be. 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


| PRINCIPLES OF THE CrimINAL Law. By Seymour F. Harris, 
B.C.L., M.A. SrxtH Epirion. By CHarzs L. ATTENBOROUGH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


| The characteristic of the present edition is the restoration to the 
| book of the character of ‘‘a concise exposition” proclaimed by the 
| title-page. Mr. Attenborough has carefully pruned away the 
|excrescences which had arisen in successive editions, and has 
improved the work both as regards terseness and clearness of 
exposition. In both respects it is now an excellent student’s book. 
The text is very well broken up into headings and paragraphs, with 
| short marginal notes—the importance of which, for the convenience 
| of the student, is too often overlooked. The editor, we observe, has 
included some of the legislation of last session ; 55 & 56 Vict. c. 64 
appearing in the text at p. 92; but the notice of the Act as to the 
employment of young persons in shops or warehouses being rele- 
gated to a note on p. 147. It has often occurred to us that it would 
be an advantage to the student if in the table of statutes short 
titles were appended to the more important Acts. 








BOOKS RECEIVED. 

The Annual Practice, 1893. Being a Collection of the Statutes, 
Orders, and Rules relating to the General Practice, Procedure, and 
Jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. With Notes and Forms, &. By 
Tuomas Snow, M.A., Barrister-at-Law ; CHARLES BuRNEY, B.A., 
Chief Clerk of Mr. Justice Chitty ; and Francis A. SrrrnGcERr, of the 
Central Office. In Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Waterlow Bros. & Layton’s Legal Diary and Almanac for 1893, 
Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
NOMINAL REVERSION IN COMPANY AFTERWARDS 
DISSOLVED. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 

Sir,—A limited company executes two mortgages by sub-demise of 
two different properties leased to it by the freeholder, one mo: 
containing, and the other not containing, the usual declaration of 
trust, in favour of the mortgagees, of the last few days of the terms, 
but no power of attorney. The company is afterwards wound up 
voluntarily under the Companies Acts and dissolved by virtue of 
‘section 143 of the Act of 1862, but the odd days are not dealt with by 
the liquidator, and are in fact lost sight of, the mortgagees having 
previously sold under their powers of sale. Can any of your readers 
suggest in whom the odd days in each case are vested, and how the 
may be got in for the purpose of being merged in the freehold 
reversions expectant on the determination of the original terms ? 

H. D. B. 





ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCIETIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—I observe in your issue of the 5th inst. a list of provincial law 
societies. In the case of Swansea, I see that the name of Mr. 
Carlyle is entered as the secretary. I beg to inform you that the 
secretary of that society is Mr. Edwin Davies, of Swansea. 
E. W. WILLIAMson, Secretary. 
Incorporated Law Society, U.K., Chancery-lane, 
London, W.C., Nov. 12. 
[The list was reprinted from a printed list furnished to us.—Ep. 


ot. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


RYAN v. MUTUAL WESTMINSTER CHAMBERS ASSOCIATION (LIM.) 
-No. 1, 15th November. 


Sprecrric PrrrorMaNce—LANDLORD AND 'TgsNnant—ResimpentiaL Fiar— 
Oovenant ny LANDLORD to EMPLOY Restpgnt Porter—Damaazs. 


Appeal from the judgment of A. L. Smith, J., sitting for Romer, J., 
reported 40 W. R. 379; 1891, 1 Ch. 427. By a lease dated the 2nd of 
July, 1889, the defendants demised to the plaintiff a residential flat for 
twenty-one years. ‘The lease was made subject to certain regulations 
contained in the schedule thereto made by the defendants with respect to 
the duties of the resident porter and other matters. By clause 1 of these 
regulations it was provided that the building should in charge of a 
resident porter, appointed and removable by the defendants, the porter to 
act as the servant of the tenants of the block. By clause 3 the tenants 
were to have the right to the general cervices of the porter within the scope 
of his general duties as defined by clause 6, which provided that the 
general duties of the porter were that he should be constantly in attendance 
in the building, either by himself or, in his temporary absence, by some 
trustworthy assistant, and that he should receive and deliver to the tenants 
all letters, parcels, and messages. The plaintiff alleged that a resident 
porter had not been appointed in accordance with the regulations, and 
that the man appointed as porter was engaged in another occupation, and 
neglected and omitted to perform his duties, and he brought this action 
for specific performance of the agreement in the lease to appoint a resident 
porter who should perform his duties. The defendants contended that, if 
there had been a breach of the agreement, specific performance of such an 
agreement could not be decreed, and that the oe remedy was in 
damages. The learned judge held that there had been a breach of the 
agreement, and decreed specific performance as claimed, but assessed the 
damages at £25 in case he was wreng in decreeing specific performance. 
The defendants appealed. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal, and set aside the judgment for specific performance, and entered 
judgment for the plaintiff for £25 damages. 

Lord Esurr, M.R., said that in his opinion the case did not come within 
the principle adopted by the Court of Chancery, that an agreement for per- 
sonal services would not be ordered to be specifically performed. is 
was an agreement by a landlord to employ a servant who would perform 
certain services for the tenants. That contract was one and indivisible. 
The first part, the employment of a servant, would be of no benefit to the 
tenants without the second That was a contract to be performed 


were decreed, it would require constant superintendence by the court, 
which the court had always declined to give. That was a ground upon 
which the court would refuse to decree specific performance. It was said 
that the Court of Chancery would decree specific performance of that part 
of the contract to appoint a resident porter. That contention was against 
another rule of the court, that specific performance of part of a contract 
would not be decreed where the court could not decree specific perform- 
ance of the whole contract. The judgment for specific performance 
must be set aside, and judgment must be entered for the plaintiff for £25 


Lorzs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred, sta’ further that in their opinion 
money compensation was an adequate for the breach of 

and upon that ground also the Court of Chancery would refuse to order 
specific performance.—CovnseL, Haldane, Q.C., and 7. R. Warrington; 
Chadwyck Healey, Q.C., and Swinfen Eady. Sorrcrrons, BE. F. M. Ryan; 
Troutbeck & Barnes. 


{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re McGRATH (Infants)—No. 2, 11th November. 


Inrants — Guarpransuip —- Rewicious Epvcation — Guarpiansutr or In- 
rants Act, 1886 (49 & 50 Vicr. c. 27), ss. 2, 6, 13. ° 


This was an appeal from a deci-ion of North, J. (reported 36 Soxrorrors’ 
JournaL, 540, 40 W. R. 683). The question was as to the removal, or 
otherwise, of a Protestant guardiar, legally appointed by the mother of the 
infants under the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886, the father having been 
nominally a Roman Catholic, and it gave rise to an enunciation of the 
a by which the court is guided and governed in such cases. James 

cGrath, the father of the infants, was baptized and brought up as a 
Roman Catholic. He was in circumstances—a journeyman tailor. In 
March, 1876, he married a Catholic. There were six children of 
the marriage, who vere all baptized as Roman Catholics, except one who 
died at the age of four months and was buried in unconsecrated ground. 
The original application and the present appeal did not relate to the eldest 
child of the marriage, but to the four others living—viz., Mary Margaret, 
born in 1877; Elizabeth, born in 1879 ; Catherine, born in 1881; and Thomas 


J. | Michael, born in 1886. The father died in June, 1888. From November, 


1885, down to her father’s death, Mary Margaret was educated chiefly at a 
Romi Catholic school, but at his death was attending a board school. 
As regarded Elizabeth and Catherine, they were also from November, 
1885, up to nearly the time of their father’s death, at a Roman Catholic 
school, and just before his death were taken to Nazareth House, which 
was alsoa Roman Catholic school. Thomas Michael, who was a mere 
child, was at home down to the time of his father’s death. After his 
| death, Mary Margaret a to have been rent toa Roman Catholic 
echool on week days, and toa Protestant school on Sundays. The two 
younger sisters remained at Nazareth Houee till April, 1890. Since then 
' all the girls and the little boy had been brought up as Protestants by the 
| guardian duly appointed by their mother in November, 1889, wh. hong 
| under the powers of the Guardianship of Infants Act, 1886. This guardian 
s0 appointed was a Mrs. Scrimgeour, a Protestant lady of means. She 
had had the care of the children since April, 1890, “ag ap them on 
| her own means, and bringing them up as Protestants. e mother died 
| in Jaly, 1891. A summons was taken out in the name of the infants by 
| their next friend, asking that Mrs. Scrimgeour might be removed and that 
the next friend and a Roman Catholic lady, who was willing to take 
charge of the children and bring them up as Roman Catholics, might be 
appointed in her place; or, in the alternative, appointed co- 8 
with Mrs. Scrimgeour, upon her undertaking to bring the children up as 
Roman Catholics. North. J., refused the application, and the infants, by 
their next friend, appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Lixpiry, Bowen, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Lrnpuey, L.J., delivering the judgment of the court, said the eldest girl 
was fifteen, and did not desire +, become a Roman Catholic, and it was out 
of the question to think of interfering with her. The three younger 
children had no property of their own, and had only the poor law to 
back upon. There was at one time an attempt to throw some doubt u 
the jurisdiction of the Court of over the guardians of ch 
who had no property ; but all doubt had been eet at rest by Lord Cotten- 
ham’s decision in Re Spence (2 Phil. 247), and it was clear the old Court of 
Chancery, and now the High Court, had jurisdiction to remove a guardian 
of such a child without property in case of misconduct, or if it were for the 
welfare of the child. But it was obvious that the jurisdiction was very 
limited in such a case, for, there being no property, the court could not 

rovide a scheme for maintenance or education. But there was the juris- 
iction. It was exercised in Re Scanlan (36 W. R. 842, 40 Ch. D. 200), 
and was recognized by North, J. That bemg so, the next question wa; 
as to the duty of the court to interfere with a legal guardian, able and 
willing to bring up a penniless child. The duty was to leave the child 
alone, unless it was clearly for the welfare of the child to do otherwise ; 
the child's welfare was the dominant rr emg we gd = - 
not merely its pecuniary or physical welfare, bu' m an 
also. Ties of affection, too, must be regarded. It was settled law that 
the father’s wishes must be followed, unless there was strong reason tu the 
contrary. The late Act had not altered that. In the absence of evidence 
to the contrary the court would infer the father’s wishes from the 
religion which he professed ; and that inference which the court was bound 
to draw was prac y from a rule of law that a child 
was to be brought up in its father’s 
be for its welfare that that rule sh be from But the 
rule might be de from: Re Clarke (31 
817), Re Nevin (1891, 2 Ch. 299), Hawksworth v. Hawksworth 
735, L. R. 6 Oh. 542). The child’s welfare 
guide: Stourton v. Stourton (5 W. 
Andrews v. Salt (21 W. R. 616 is 
W. R. 117, 32 W. R. 1, 10 Ch. D. 49, 24 Oh. D. 
it ap the father was indifferent to religion, and there were practi - 
cally no wishes of his to rely on, and the court was 
battledore and shuttlecock, contrary to its own 
of the case, with the religious education of 
with the present Their 
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the father had been a Protestant and the guardian a Rom 
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them up in the Roman Catholic religion. The appeal must 
ogg = Be ga ely Rigby, 8.G., 8. Hall, Q.C., and P. S. Stokes ; 
Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Micklem. Souscrrors, Leathley § Willes; A. 
E. Pridham. 
* [Reported by Anruur Lawrexce, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re HOYLE, HOYLE v. HOYLE—No. 2, 11th November. 


GuvarnanTgez—Panot—Sratvute or Fravups (29 Car. 2, c. 3), s. 4—Nore 
orn Memonanpum 1n Writinc—Recitar 1x WILL. 

Ap from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 36 Sorrcrrors’ 
Jounnat, 647). The question was whether a recital in a will of a parol 

tee to answer another’s debt was a sufficient memorandum or note 
thereof in writing to take the cate out of the Statute of Frauds. John Theodore 
Hoyle, the testator in the action, had been a member of the firm of Hoyle, 
Shipley, & Hoyle. By his will, dated the 20th of August, 1879, the testa- 
tor (by clause 14 thereof) recited that his son Savile Richard Hoyle was 
indebted to him separately, and also to him and the defendant Joseph 
Aynsley Davidson Shipley, and also to the respective firms of Hoyle & 
Shipley and Hoyle, Shipley, & Hoyle in divers sums of money for loans 
and otherwise, and might become further indebted, and that the testator 
had guaranteed the raid J. A. D. Shipley and the said respective firms 
against loss in 1espect of the same debts, and he directed that the 
said 8. R. Hoyle should stand released from ajl personal liability for or in 
respect of the said debts. Kekewich, J., held that there was no promise 
or note or memorandum in writing of an agreement by the testator to 
answer for the debt, default, or miscarriage of Savile Richard Hoyle 
within the provisions of the Statute of Frauds, and that the defendants 
were not entitled to the berefit of any such guarantee or indemnity as was 
claimed. The defendants appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Linpiey, Bowen, and A. L. Sauirn, L.JJ.) allowed the 
a 
piEy, L.J., said the case was a curiousone, The testator was in 

ip, and, his son being indebted to the firm and not being able to 

Y, an arrangement was come to that the father should guarantee the 
im against the son’s indebtedness, the son placing securities with his 
father. The father having died, the benefit of the guarantee was claimed, 
but the answer was given, No, there was no written guarantee and 
no sufficient note or memorandum in writing to take the case out of the 
Statute of Frauds. The 4th section of that statute had been the subject 
of discussion for generations, and its construction was on some points 
settled. The section did not touch the contract, merely the evidence of 
the contract: Lerouse v. Brown (1 W. R. 22, 12 C. B. 801). Again, the 
evidence in writing must exist at time of action brought: Sievewright v. 
Archibald (17 Q. B. D. 103). Could the present contract, if it had been 
iu writing, have been sued on at all? No, because an action cannot be 
brought on a promise made by a man to himself and others. If the 
promise was to the firm, then the statute did not apply. The evidence did 
not disclose such a contract as was within the statute at all. But, if it 
were within the statute, whether from the point of view of principle or 
from the language of the statute, a recital in a will might be, in his 
lordship’s view, a sufficient note or memorandum. The object of the 
statute was explained in Welford v. Beazeley (3 Atk. 503) and Barkworth v. 
Young (5 W. R. 156, 4 Drew. 1). Why should not any document properly 
signed be sufficient? Affidavits had been held sufficient, though sworn 
for other purposes; so had all kinds of documents. And, in his lord- 
ship’s view, a will which contained a note or memorandum of the subject- 
matter was sufficient. The testator had made a plain admission that he 
bad teed the firm against loss, and if the statute applied (though 
he did not think it did) there was ample to take the case out of it. And 
in either casc the appeal must be allowed. 

Bowen and A. Saurrn, L.JJ., agreed that if the case came within 
the Statute of Frauds at all there was a sufficient note or memorandum to 
take it out, and the appeal must be allowed.—Counsat, Renshaw, Q.C., 
and H. Greenwood ; Warmington, Q.C., and Warrington. Soutcrrors, Nash, 
Field, § Withers, for Hoyle, Shipley, § Hoyle, Newcastle; Patei sons, Snow, 
Bloxam, § Kinder, for Ranson, Nelson, & Mesnard, Sunderland. 

[Reported by Anrnur Lawreycs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re NEW ZEALAND TRUST AND LOAN CO.—No. 2, 12th November. 


Trustes—Vestinc Orper—ComPpaNny—SHARES NOT FULLY PAID Up—Errect 
or Vestinc Orper on Articites or Company—Txustez Act, 1850 (13 
& 14 Vicr. c. 60), s. 35—Trusree Extension Act, 1852 (15 & 16 Vicr. 
c. 55), 8. 6. 


A from Chitty, J. The main question raised by this appeal was as 
to the terms in which a vesting order under section 35 of the Trustee Act, 
1850, and section 6 of the Trustee Extension Act, 1852, should be worded. 
In August, 1891, 491 shares of £25 each (on which £5 each only was paid 
up) in the above company, part of the estate of a deceased testatrix, were 
transferred by thetwo executors and trustees of the will to, and were registered 
in the name of, one only of the said executors and trustces. In November, 
1891, this executor and trustee left England, and in January, 1892, he was 
adjudicated a bankrupt. On the 8th of March, 1892, an order was made, 
in an action for the qtutaitnation of the estate of the testatrix, appointing 
# new trustee of the estate, in substitution for the bankrupt trustee and 
jointly with the continuing trustee ; and it was thereby ordered ‘‘ that the 
right to call for a transfer of, and to transfer to any purchaser or pur- 
chasers,” the stock and shares belonging to the deceased at the time of her 
death, ‘‘and to receive the dividends accrued or to accrve thereon, do 
vest in’’ the then trustees—viz., the new trustee and the continuing 
trustee. This vesting order was served on the company. On the 28th of 
May, 1892, the then trustees sold one of the 491 shares to one Earle, and 





Nov. 19, 1892. 








the deed of transfer to Earle and the certificate of this share were forwarded 

to the company with a request to have the share in Earle’s name. 
The company refused to do so, on the ground that neither of the then 
trustecs were registered as holders of any of the 491 shares, which were 
still standing in the name of the bankrupt former trustee, and that the 
then trustees should first have the 491 shares transferred into their own 
names before they could require the company to register the transfer to 
Earle. The trustees and Earle thereupon —_— by way of motion under 
the Companies Acts to Chitty, J., for rectification of the register of the 
company, and on the 2nd of July, 1892, Chitty, J., ordered that the register 
be rectified by striking out the name of the bunkrupt former trustee and 
inserting therein the name of Earle as the holder of the above-mentioned 
one share. The company now appealed from this order, and contended, first, 
that the court had no power to make a vesting order with respect to shares 
not fully paid up ; and they relied on article 16 of their articles of associa- 
tion, which provided that ‘‘the company may decline to register any 
transfer of shares made by a member who is indebted to them, and may 
without assigning any reason therefor decline to register any transfer of 
shares not being fully paid up.’”” They further contended that the vesting 
order was irregular in form because it did not contain the words ‘‘ into 
their own names” to follow the words ‘‘ the right to call for a transfer of and 
to transfer,’ but, on the contrary, did contain the words, “‘ to any pur- 
chaser or purchasers,’’ which latter words, they contended, were not usually 
inserted in the common form of vesting order ; and, lastly, they contended 
that the effect of the vesting order as it now stood would be to embarrass 
the company by leaving the name of a bankrupt person on their register 
as the holder of a large number of shares to which a considerable liability 
still attached, and yet compelling the company to pay the dividends 
accruing on these shares to the then trustees, whose names were not on the 
register and who would therefore be under no liability to the company in 
respect of the shares. 

Tue Court (Linptey, Bowgn, and A. L. Surru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linviey, L.J., said that it had been held in Re Angelo (5 De G. & Sm. 
278) that section 35 of the Trustee Act, taken in conjunction with section 
2, applied to shares as well as stock, and although the shares in that case 
were fully paid up, it had never been suggested until now that the section 
did not equally apply to shares not fully paid up, and, in his lordship’s 
opinion, it clearly did. As to the point that the vesting order in the form 
in which it stood was irregular because it did not contain the words ‘‘ into 
their own names,’’ there was, in his opinion, no reason to hold that it was 
necessary that those words should have been inserted or that the order was 
imperfect by reason of the omission of those words. As to the objection 
that the insertion of the words ‘‘ to any purchaser or purchasers’ was not 
required by the words of the Trustee Act, in his lordship’s opinion the 
Act at least authorized the court to put them in. Chitty, J., seemed to 
have thought that the case of Re Peacock (28 W. R. 801, 14 Ch. D. 212) 
shewed that those words must be iuserted in all cases; but, in his lord- 
ship’s opinion, that was not what was intended by that case, and the only 
reason for inserting those words in Re Peacock was to get over a particular 
difficulty raised in that case. It was a matter for the discretion of the 
judge in each case whether or not those words should be put into the 
vesting order. It had been suggested ulso that it would be desirable to 
alter the common form of vesting order by inserting therein the words 


these vesting orders did not affect the rights of the company or prevent 
them from objecting, under the reguiations in their articles, to receive the 
transferee. The court, however, could not refuse to rectify the register 
merely on the ground that the vesting order in the present case did not 
contain those words. 

Bowen and A. L. Surru, L.JJ_, concurred.—Counsex, Latham, Q.C., and 
Howard Wright ; Farwell, Q.C., and George Henderson. Soxtcrrons, Fresh- 
fields, Williams, § Co. ; Wilson § Son. 

[Reported by M. J. Biaxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re DE TEISSIER’S SETTLED ESTATES -Chitty, J., 9th November. 


Serrtep Estare—ReEparrs AND IMPROVEMENTS ~ TENANT FOR LiFe RESIDING 
—‘* Resuri~pine’’—** AnnuaL RenTaw or THE Serriep LAnp’’—Serriep 
Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 69), ss. 13 (1v.), (m.), 15. 


This was a summons under the Settled Land Acts by the tenant for 
life in possession of the estate settled hy ap will of Baron de Teissier, 
deceased, asking that the trustees might be authorized, out of the moneys 
representing the testator’s residuary personal estate, to pay for the re- 
building and improvement of the mansion-house called Bourne House and 
cottages and outbuildings on the settled land. It appeared that the 
testator, who at the date of his death in 1891 was himself residing in 
Bourne House, by words of legal limitation devised the house and cottages 
and land belonging to the house, being his only real estate, to his brother 
for life, with remainder to his brother’s eldest son for life, with remainder 
to his eldest son for life, and with remainders over, and that such last 
tenant for life in remainder was an infant. The life tenancies were with- 
out impeachment of waste. The testator bequeathed his residuary per- 
sonal estate to trustees upon trusts corresponding to the devolu- 
tions declared with respect to his real estate. In May, 1892, a 
declaration was made by Chitty, J., that the testator’s residuary 
personalty, amounting to some £50,000, was to be treated as held 





upon the same trusts as if it were capital money arising on a sale 
under the Settled Land Act. The first tenant for life, having entered 





‘* subject to the articles of the company ’’; but, in his lordship’s opinion, ° 
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into possession of Bourne House, had £930 on repairs 
and improvements, and it oe Ee to a further sum of 
£900 or thereabouts. There was evidence that the was in a dilapi- 


dated condition, and the requisite repairs and improvements consisted of 
alterations of a structural nature necessitated by dry rot, by deficient and 
unsanitary drainage, and by the insecurity of the foundations. Repairs 
and improvements of a minor nature were enumerated. There was no 
scheme submitted to the trustees, but they approved of what had been, 
and what was pro to be, done. The enactments chiefly relied on 
were eection 13 of the Act of 1890, by which ‘‘ a authorized by 
the Act of 1882”’’ include (ii.) ‘‘ Making any additious or alterations in 
buildings reasonably necessary or proper to enable the same to be let’’; 
(iv.) ‘The rebuilding of the principal mansion-house on the settled land, 
provided that the sum to be applied under this sub-section sball not exceed 
one-half of the annual rental of the settled land,’’ and section 15 of the 
same Act. 

Curry, J., after stating that he was willing to authorize an expenditure 
strictly within the terms of the Settled Land Acts, referred the matter to 
chambers to ascertain how far the actual expenditure could be treated as 
within the terms of those Acts. His lordship was of opinion (1) that 
‘* annual rental of the settled land’’ in section 13 (iv.) of the Act of 1890 
included the income of capital money arising under the Act of 1882; (2) 
that section 13 (iv.) had no application except in the case of an actual re- 
building of the mansion-house ; and (3) that section 13 (ii.) of that Act 
had no application where there was a tenant for life residing on the pro- 
perty. His lordship made no order, but, in the event of the reference to 
chambers not being prosecuted, gave the costs out of the testator's re- 
siduary personal estate, the trustees to get their costs as between eolicitor 
and client.—Counset, Upjohn ; Bramwell Davis. Soxicrrors, Barnes § Ber- 
nard. 

[Reported by J. F. Wauey, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re DE TEISSIER’S TRUSTS, DE TEISSIER v. DE TEISSIER - Chitty, J., 
10th November. 


Surriep Estate —Tenant ror Lire ty Possession—Inrant REMAINDERMAN 
—Reprams AND IMPROVEMENTS — EXPENDITURE NOT ALLOWED OUT OF 
Setriep Corpvus—JURISDICTION. 


This was a summons by the trustees of the will of the late Baron de 
Teissier for liberty to apply a sum not exceeding £1,900 in payment for 
the rebuilding and improvement of a mansion-house called Bourne House, 
and cottages and outbuildings forming part of the settled estate of the 
testater. The facts and evidence were the same as in Re De Teissier’s Settled 
Estates (supra). It was contended, on the authority chiefly of Re Jackson 
(21 Ch. D. 786, 31 W. R. Dig. 204), Conway v. Fenton (37 W. R. 156, 40 
Ch. D. 512), and Re Hurst (29 L. R. Ir. Ch. D. 219), that, apart from the 
provisions of the Settled Land Acts, the court could sanction the expendi- 
ture asked for in virtue of its general or inberent jurisdiction. 

Curry, J., said that the object of the — application was ad- 
mittedly not within the scope of the Settled d Acts. It was said that 
the house was in such a state as to be uninhabitable, but the testator him- 
self had lived in it at the time of bis death, and had himself settled it by 
his will in its then existing state. On the evidence the tenant for life in 
possession was alone responsible for the money which had been e ¥ 
The effect of the order already made was that whatever could be lawfully 
done in the way of improvements to the mansion-house under the Settled 
Land Acts would be allowed. It had been argued that the court had, 
apart from any statutory powers, an iuberent jurisdiction to make the 
order asked for, as the money was required for the preservation of the 
property. The tenant for life, as the evidence shewed, contemplated 
occupying the house. There was no authority which supported any such 
proposition as that the court had under the circumstances the t to 
charge the estate of an infant remainderman with ture of the 
nature in question. As regards some of the ture there was 
distinct authority that it was not in the nature of sal , for instance in 
Hibbert v. Cooke (1 8. & 8.552). It had also been — that the expendi- 
ture was for the benefit of all parties interested. But the court did not 
assume plenary powers over an infant's estate (Re Hurst, 29 L. R. Ir. Ch. 
D. 219, at p. 228), and the notion that the court could dispose of an 
infant’s estate on that ground had been exploded so 1 since as 1843 by 
the case of Calvert v. Godfrey (6 Beav. 97), when it was held that the court 
had no authority to sell the real estate of an infant upon the notion that 
the sale would be beneficial. After referring to Re Hamilton (34 W.R 
203, 31 Ch. D. 291), and distinguishing Re Jackson, Re Hurst, and Conway 
v. Fenton, his lordship expressed his opinion that there was no precedent 
for an application like the present. He wished to add some practical ob- 
servations. If he were to accede to this application, similar applica- 
tions would be made in the cases of other dilapidated mansion-houses 
pr nee settled. The tenant for life would first make an application 
under the Settled Land Acts to eee what he could get under those Acts, 
and, failing to obtain all he wished for, he would then try and see whut he 
could get under the general or inherent jurisdiction of the court. Unless 
the court was firm in matters of this kind it would be flooded with appli- 
cations. He refused the summons. He would, however, allow the costs 
out of the residuary fund, although, perhaps, that was rather a strong 
thing to do.—Covunset, Upjohn; Bramwell Davis. Sortcrrons, Barnes § 
Barnard. 

[Reported by J. F. Watery, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re SHELTON, BILLINGHURST v. CHANCELLOR—Chitty, J., 
llth November. 


Inrant—Marrigsp Woman—CovEeNANT TO SETTLE AFTER-ACQUIRED Pro- 
PERTY—ELECTION—COMPENSATION TO PARTIES DISAPPOINTED. 


This was a summons taken out by the plaintiff, as surviving trustee of a 


residue ven to H., one of 
ee Gn uae de en 


s 


her right should become entitled during the coverture 
sion, reversion, or otherwise, should vested in the trustees. 
date of the settlement (in November, 1880) H. was eighteen years of age, 
and the sanction of the court was not obtained under the Infants’ 
Settlement Act. The settlement contained no restraint on antici: . 
The share of residue was ‘‘to become vested and payable’’ the 
js on H. ase Sat es The testatrix died = bade oS 
anuary, 1889. Inoral year roceedings were institu 
B. against H. for a dissolution of the pened are and on the 23rd of May, 
1890, a decree nisi for such dissolution was o! which was subse- 
quently made absolute. ‘There were two children of the marriage, who 
were both infants. H.’s interests under the settlement had been charged, 
and there were mortgagees interested therein who were not before the 
court. H. attained the age of thirty on the 30th of April, 1892. 


Currry, J., made a declaration that the share of residue was not bound 
by the covenant in the settlement, in accordance with the decision of 
North, J., in Hamilton v. Humilton (40 W. R. 312; 1892, 1 Ch. 396); and 
that H. was bound to elect at the date of the decree nisi for the dissolution 
of the marriage whether she would take under or against the settlement ; 
and that, H. electing to take the settlement, the plaintiff ought to 
pay the share of residue to H., png ay the amount of income 
received from the settled funds other than the share of residue since the 
decree nisi for the benefit of persons disappointed by H.’s election. His 
lordship said that the order must follow the terms of the order in 
Codrington vy. Lindsay (21 W. R. 182, L. R. 8 Ch. 578), as varied b 
the House of Lords in Codrington v. Codrington (24 W. R. 648, L. R. 
E. & I. App. 854). The consent of H.’s m must be obtained 
before the order was drawn up. The plaintiff id be allowed his costs 
as between solicitor and client out of the share of residue.—Cocnsat, 
Leonard Field; Whitehorne, Q.C., and Bathurst ; Byrne, Q.C., and Begg. 
Souicrrons, Billinghurst, Wood, § Pope; Keighley, Arnold, § Higgs ; Duffield 
§ Bruty. 


[Reported by J. F. Wauey, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re THE SOUTH HAMPSHIRE RAILWAY AND PIER ACT, 1891, Ex 
parte CHAMBERS— North, J., 10th November. 


PARLIAMENTARY Depostrs—ABANDONMENT OF UNDERTAKING—RB&LEASE OF 
Derosrrs—Soutn Hants Rar.way AnD Prer Act, 1891, 8. 8 —PARLIAMEN- 
TARY Deposits AND Bonps Act, 1892 


The South Hants Railway and Pier Co., under certain Acts of Parlia- 
ment, obtained powers to construct a railway and pier in Hampsbire. 
Under these Acts a sum of £7,448 was deposited with the Paymaster- 
General to secure the completion of the , which sum, after 

rovi for the compensation of landowners, &c., was to be forfeited to her 
Majesty f the said un was not completed within the time therein 
specified. The said unde not carried out, the South Hants 
Railway and Pier Act, 1891, extended the time for the completion of the 
works to 1£95, and section 8 made provisions for the release of the deposit 
fund. The public Act of 1892, entitled the Parliamentary Deposits and 
Bonds Act, 1892, s. 1, sub-sections 1-3, completely covers the South Hants 
Act, 1891, s. 8, and provides as follows :—(Bection 1, sub-section 1.) ‘‘ Where, 
in pursuance of any general or Act of Parliament, mone 
or securities have been deposited with . . 
secure the completion by any company of auy undertaking authorized by 

and the undertaking hat not been 


the time limited in that behalf, the High 
thing ta ony ah Gene eee 

securities (in this ee ee ee a ae eae . 
applied towards —e any or other: persons 

pro has been interfered with bythe . . . abandonment of the 
undertaking. . . . (Sub-section 2.) Subject to payment of any such 
compensation, and notwithstanding any as to forfeiture to the 
Crown, the High Court may,if . . . has been aban 

doned, order that the deposit fund . . . be paid to the receiver, &c, 
(Sub-section 3.) Subject to such as aforesaid the High Court 
may .. “eter that the epoch Sud. - » bopald . . + & 
the depositors. . . .’’ The company having uired no land and 
raised no capital under their Acts, and the time ted for compulsory 
purchase ha ired, passed a resolution that the necessary 

taken to abandon railway, &c., and obtain the retransfer of the £7,488 
deposited. This was an by Mesers. C. & W. Chambers that 
the said sum now standing to the credit of ez C. & W. Chambers 
on behalf of the South Hants Railway and Pier Co. might be transferred 
to the eaid C. Chambers. It was contended that the undertaking had 
been abandoned by the ee. ani that the court had, therefore, 

to order the transfer of the deposit fund. 

Norra, J.—I . = eee that _ urisdiction in this case. The 
railway company would, according 
deposited unless it avoided doing e0 by obtaining an Act 
an Act of Abandonment. Certain relaxat: 
and changes have been made in the company in 
not go into them, as the age sy athe g 
railwa: oun ae 80 
the public Act. [His lordship then read the 
1892, s. 1, eub-sections 1, 2, and 3, set 
the time given to the company for completion 
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that the undertaking could not be completed in that time, although it is 
probably correct that the company could not complete the railway under 
their existing powers. But still I do not consider that the court has 
jurisdiction where the time limited has not expired. Itis raid it is strange 

the Legislature has said you must wait and the deposit money must be 
tied up. But the only question for me to decide is, have I jurisdiction ? 
And I am of opinion that the powers given by section 1, sub-sections 1, 2, 
and 3 of the Act to the High Court cannot be exercised until the time 
limited for the completion of the undertaking has arrived.—Covnsen, 
J. D. Fitagerald ; Broomfield. So.tcrrors, Fowler § Co. 

[Reported by C. F. Duxcay, Barrister-at-Law, | 


Winding-up Cases. 


Re MONTE DE PIETE OF ENGLAND (LIM.)—Vaughan Williams, J., 
12th November. 


Pracrice—Company—VoLuntTary Wunpinc vur—Computsory Onper— 
Voxrvntary Liqvipator—Costs or Voiuntary LiquipatoR—ADVERTISE- 
MENT OF PetiT1IOonN—CompPanies Winpinc-vur Rvxes, Fesrvary, 1891, pr. 
2, Form 2. 


In this case a petition was presented for the compulsory winding up of 

the above- een ee A voluntary winding up had previously been 

, and a voluntary liquidator appointed. The advertisement of 

the petition omitted to state the note which is appended to form (2) of the 

Companies Winding-up Rules, February, 1891. The petition came on on 

Wednesday, the 9th of November, as an unopposed petition, but the 
voluntary liquidator appeared and asked for his costs. 

Vavonan WiiiiaMs, J., made the usual order for compulsory winding 
bbws refused to give the voluntary liquidator his costs. His lordship 

said that in the present case he should not require the petition to be 
readvertised, but in the future it must be understood that the note ought 
to be always inserted in the advertisement. 

The case was put in the paper again on the 12th of November to be 
mentioned on the question of costs, when the case of Re A. W. Hali & Co. 
(W. N., 1885, p. 190) was referred to, where a petition for a supervision 
order had been presented after a resolution had been passed for voluntary 
winding up, and Kay, J., said that the practice he had followed was that 
where a petition for a supervision order was presented after a resolution 
had been passed for voluntary winding up, the company ought not to 
appear, but the liquidator, and that he should not allow costs to the 

uidator and the company. Counsel for the liquidator in the present 
case said that the company only appeared by the voluntary liquidator, so 
no extra expense was occasioned. 

Vaveuan Wui11aMs, J., said that he still adhered to his former opinion. 
The liquidator only appeared to state that the company did not oppose, 
otherwise he had nothing to do with the matter. In the present case it 
was stated that the company appeared only by the liquidator. The com- 

y could have the costs of so appearing.--CounsEL, Geare ; A. Russell. 
Soticrrons, Lickorish § Bellord ; Day, Russeil, § Co. 
{Reported by V. pz 8. Fowxe, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
JAY v. JOHNSTONE—2nd November. 


Lnaration—JvupGMENT— Reat Propgsrty Loaratrion Act, 1874 (37 & 38 
Vict. c. 57), 8. 8 


Appeal, on behalf of the personal representatives of the plaintiff, from 
an order made by Bruce, J., at chambers, which order refused leave to the 
personal representatives of the deceased plaintiff to take proceedings upon 
a judgment obtained against the defendant in 1878, upon the ground that 
the judgment debt was statute barred. The question was whether an 
ordinary personal judgment comes within the twelve years’ limitation 
gg by eection 8 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1874 (37 & 38 

Vict. c. 57), or within the twenty years’ limitation provided by section 3 
of 3 & 4 Will. 4,c. 42. The facts were these: In an action tried before 
Thesiger, LJ., and a common jury at Cambridge in the year 1878, 
judgment was given for the plaintiff against the defendant. The date 
of this judgment was the 9th of August, 1878. At the time no pro- 
ceedings were taken upon this judgment, as it was believed that such 

would be fruitless. In 1881 the plaintiff died, and in 

891 the defendant died, and as the executors of the defendant have 
since become entitled to a large sum of money, the representatives of 
the plaintiff have taken steps to obtain from them the amount of the 
— For this purpose the personal representatives of the plaintiff 
app for leave to be allowed to proceed upon the judgment. Bruce, 

-, at chambers, refused this leave, on the ground that the judgment debt 
was statute barred by reason of section 8 of the Real Property Limitation 
Act, 1874. The representatives of the plaintiff appealed, and the ques- 
tion now was whether this judgment, obtained in August, 1878, came 
within the operation of section 8 of the Act of 1874, so as to be barred by 
the twelve years’ limitation contained therein. Section 8 of the Real Pro- 
my Limitation Act, 1874, enacts: ‘‘ No action or suit or other proceed- 

shall be brought to recover any sum of money secured by any mort- 
gage, judgment, or lien, or otherwise chargeable on or payable out of any 
or rent, at law or in equity, or any legacy, but within twelve years 

next after a present right to receive the same shall have accrued,” &c. 
This section is identical with section 40 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, except that 





in the Act of Will. 4 the of limitation was twenty years. By 
section 3 of 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 42, for “‘ all actioris of covenant or debt upon 
any bond or other se and all actions of debt or scire facias upon any 
recognizance,’ the period of limitation was twenty years. By section I 
of 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112 (an Act to amend the law relating to future judg- 
ments, statutes, and recognizances), passed in 1864, “‘no judgment, 
statute, or recognizance . . . . shall affect any land until such land 
shall have been actually delivered in execution by virtue of a writ of elegit 
or other lawful authority in pursuance of such judgment, statute, or 

ce.”’ For the plaintiff it was contended that a personal judg- 
ment did not come wit section 8 of the Act of 1874; that the only 
ey eT which came within that section were judgments which bound 
the land ; and that, as since the Act of 1864 judgments no longer bound 
the land, they did not come within the section ; t from the time of the 
Statute of Westminster the Second down to the Act of 1864j ts were 
a charge upon land the moment the judgment was signed, but that in 
1864, by reason of 27 & 28 Vict. c. 112, s. 1, they ceased to be so, and 
therefore no longer came within 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 27, s. 40, and conse- 
quently not within section 8 of the Act of 1874, and that the period of 
limitation applicable was the twenty years given by section 3 of 3&4 
Will. 4, c. 42. For the defendant were cited Ex parte Tynte (28 W. R. 
767, 15 Ch. D. 125), Watson v. Birch (15 Sim. 523), where Shadwell, 
V.C., in 1847 decided that the word ‘‘ judgment”’ in section 40 of 3 & 4 
Will. 4, c. 27, had a general meaning, and was not confined to judgments 
which might affect land, and Hebblethwaite v. Peever (1892, 1 Q. B. 124), 
where Collins, J., decided that the word ‘‘judgment”’ in section 8 of the 
Limitation Act of 1874 had a general meaning, and was not restricted to 
judgments which operate as charges on land. 

Lord Corzrwwer, C.J.—This case has been ed with great ingenuity 
by Mr. Lush, but I confess I do not see any difficulty in the short jaa - 
ment I am about to pronounce. There is the Act of 1874, which limits 
the time for bringing an action upon judgments. Now it is a well-known 
rule of construction, sanctioned by the Court of Appeal, that where the 
Legislature uses a legal term, and where a legal interpretation has been 
placed upon that term, then the Legislature must be taken to have used 
the term in its judicial meaning. e word ‘‘ judgment’’ has been so 
legally interpreted by Shadwell, V.C., in Watson v. Birch, and when the 
Le ture uses the word “‘ ju ent’’ in 1874 it 1nust be taken to have 
used the bape in the sense that —_. Mee placed upon it in me 
that is, as referring to judgments generally. That appears to me to 
conclusive. It is said, oan, that there is an intermediate Act—the 27 
& 28 Vict. c. 112—which has for certain purposes altered the word ‘‘ jnds: 
ment,’”’ and made that meaning of the word inapplicable here. If that 
were so the result, to my mind, would be absurd. We must proceed on 
legal principles ; the intermediate Act of 1864 says no about limita- 
tion, and therefore does not affect it. But when the Act of 1874—dealing 
expressly with limitation—uses the word judgment, it must be taken to 
have used the word according to the placed upon it by Shadwell, 
V.C. We have, therefore, got the authority of Shadwell, V.C., and in 
addition to other cases we have also got the recent authority of Collins, J , 
to the same effect. I think, therefore, that this appeal must fail. 

W113, J., concurred for the same reasons. Appeal dismissed.—Counszt, 
Montague Lush; Finlay, Q.C., and Eve. Soxtcrrors, H. J. Comyns ; Eard- 
ley, Holt, Hubbard, § Co. 


{Reported by Sir Sauzsron Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ROBERTSON ». JOHNSON—11th November. 


Fisuenres — Oysters —SALz DURING CLOSE Szeason—Imporrep Oysters 
RELAID IN Enoiish Watrers—‘‘ TAKEN WITHIN THE WATERS (F SOME 
Forercn Stats ’’—Fisnerigs (Oyster, Cras, anD Lonster) Act, 1877 (40 
& 41 Vicr. c. 42), 8. 4, 


This was a case stated by an alderman of the City of London, the ques- 
tion being whether the appellants could properly be convicted of having 
unlawfully sold oysters during the close season contrary to the provisions 
of section 4 of the Fisheries (Oyster, Crab and Lobster) Act, 1877. That 
section enacts that ‘‘a person shall not sell, expose for sale, consign for 
sale, or buy for sale (1) any oysters known at the passing of this Act in the 
oyster trade as ‘deep-sea o ’ between the 15th day of June in any 
year and the following 4th day of August, or (2) any description of oysters 
other than those aforesaid between the 14th day of May in any year and 
the following 4th day of August.’’ The section provides a penalty for an 
offence against its provisions, and proceeds: ‘* Provided that a person ehall 
not be guilty of an offence within this section if he satisfies the court that 
the oysters alleged to have been sold, &c., (1) were taken within the waters 
of some foreign State.’”? The material facts as found by the alderman were 
as follows :—The appellants had sold a hundred oysters on the 4th of 
July, 1892. These oysters had been brought over from France in Febru- 
ary or March and relaid in Stangate Creek in the river Medway. They 
were in a mature state and fit for food when im . There was no 
cultivation of the spawn of French oysters at manaete Creek, and no 
recognized oyster-bed, but the nurture of the on oysters there was 
derived from the water and natural causes only, and was not effected 
artificially. Of the oysters when bought one was dead, nine were 
spawning, fifty-seven had just spawned, and the remaining thirty-three 
were in fair condition. The appellants contended that these oysters were 
** taken’ (within the of section 4) within the waters of a foreign 
State, and that they were relaid in Stangate Creek merely for purposes of 
storage, and not of reproduction, and that the a up for use 
during the close season was not a “‘ taking” within Act. uyer VY. 
The Queen (37 W. R. 586, 23 Q. B. D. 100) was referred to. The alderman 
was of opinion that the oysters, after 1 in English waters for four 
months, and having during that time changed in their condi- 
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tion, could not be treated as f oysters, and that one of the purposes 
of the Act was to prevent oysters consumed at a when they 
were not in an edible condition, that the words “‘ taken within the 
waters of some foreign State’’ meant taken for the purpose of as early 
consumption as the time of transit and sale would permit. He therefore 
convicted the ee. 

Potiocx, B.—This was an appeal from a conviction under the Fisheries 


J 
(Oyster, Crab, and Lobster) Act, 1877, s. 4, and the magistrate has found 
as facts that the oysters sold by the ap ts on the 4th of July, 1892, 
were not deep-sea oysters, but were oysters relaid in Stangate 
Creek in the river Medway, but he states that the its had not 
satisfied him that the oysters so sold were ‘‘ taken ”’ wi the of 
section 4 ‘‘ within the waters of some fo State.” He goes on er 
to find that the waters had so 


=— having been relaid in 
changed their condition as to render them to a large extent not suitable 
for human food. Now with regard to that finding it seems to me to be 
quite immaterial to the ——— raised by this case, alth I think it 
influenced the mind of the magistrate. e Act with which we have to 
deal has no reference to the — of fitness or unfitness for human food ; 
there are other Acts which deal with that subject. The magistrate also 
refers to the report of the committee of the House of Commons upon 
oyster fisheries; that report does not assist us in construing the words of 
the statute, but it is of importance in shewing that for some years before 
the of this Act there was a very large bond fide trade in foreign 
oysters. e Act deals with “fisheries,” and is intended to 
oysters, crabs, and lobsters in the fishing grounds around the of this 
country. I am clearly of opinion that the oysters in this case come 
within the proviso in section 4, and were “‘ taken within the waters of a 
foreign State.’’ A somewhat similar case was dealt with in Guyer v. The 
Queen in which it was held that the Game Act, 1831, which prohibits a 
licensed dealer in game from keeping game d@ the close season, did 
not apply to birds killed abroad. In that case Hawkins, J., says (23 Q. 
B. D., at p. 107): “It seems to us that it might well be contended that a 
idge which was never alive in England, but was bred and killed in 
ussia, cannot be truly said ever to have been an — bird of game 
within the contemplation of an Act of Parliament which, so far as 
the killing or taking of game birds out of season, could only refer to 
killed or taken on English ground, and as regards the in game out 
of the prescribed season must be intended to refer to such birds only as 
are protected by the English close season.’ It seems to me that the 
same argument applies to the oysters in this case, and the question which 
we have to decide is, as I have said, whether they were ‘‘taken”’ within 
the waters of a foreign State, or whether they were ‘‘taken’’ when they 
were removed from Stangate Creek. If they had been very small oysters and 
had been placed in Stangate Creek so that —— be nurtured there, 
they ht come within the second category ; but the Act clearly would 
not apply to oysters kept in a tub for a few days, nor, I think, does it 
apply to oysters placed as these were in this creek for a short time 
for purposes of storage. It seems to me that it is all — of degree. 
I think, therefore, that this conviction must be quashed. 

Hawxrns, J.—I am of the same opinion. ‘The intention of this Act was 
to create a close time during which oysters should not be taken from 
English fisheries ; it was not dealing, as indeed it could not deal, with the 
question of taking oysters from the waters of f States. The sole 

uestion for us is whether these oysters were taken within the waters of a 
oreign State within the meaning of the proviso in section 4. After care- 
fully considering this question I have come to the conclusion that these 
oysters cannot be considered as being taken in the English fishery, but 
that they are, to all intents and purposes, French o; . The 
clearly contemplated oysters being brought over 
there is nothing to mene a person receiving them and eelling them at 
once. If they may be brought alive into this country they may also be 
stored there in a tank or other confined space until they are wanied for 
use. In this case they were brought from France and in Stangate 
Creek, where there were no other oysters; the place where they were put 
was marked off, and they remained there for some time ; although Stan- 
gate Creek covers a considerable number of acres, I see no reason why 
oysters should not be stored there as well as ina smaller space. It seems 
to me a question of fact whether they were there merely for pur- 
poses of storage. t was so here, and I they 
anything other than French oysters. I 
—— over when they were very small, 
English oyster-bed and nurtured with English 
them English oysters and bring them within the 
the Act is directed. But if they were dealt with only as 
case, I cannot think that the Legislature intended to touch 
It is quite immaterial to the present case that when the oysters 
some of them were unfit for human food. Conviction quashed.—CovunsgL, 
Finlay, Q.C., and C. Mathews ; Poland, Q.C., and F. Humphreys. 
tors, Powell & Burt ; C. O. Humphreys. 

(Reported by T. R. C. Dru, Barrister-at-Law.} 
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HOWARD AND MASON vr. SADLER—28th October. 


Company—Cuarcine Orpsr—Dreecror not THE BsgngriciaL Owner or 
Quvatrryine SHarnes—l & 2 Vicr. oc. 110, s. 14. 


This was an appeal by Howard and Mason, j t creditors, 
an order of the judge in chambers discharging a 

they had obtained on certain shares standing in the 
name in the books of the Oldbury Railway Co. 
debtor, was a director of the Oldbury Rail Oo. the 

order nisi had been obtained, the j — 
Great Western Railway Co., which company practically the 


Rutland, for Mead, Birmingham. 
[Reported by F. O. Ropixsox, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


HIBBERT v. LLOYD—C. A. No. 2, 16th November. 
Souicrron—OCosts—Taxation —Souicrtor Co-Morraacsr — ForEciosurE 
Acrion—Sonicrron Morteacze’s Frew acrinc ron Mortcacurs—Prorit 
Costs—AnaLoay or Souicrror Co-Trvusrze. 


Appeal from the decision of Stirling, J. (reported 36 Soxicrrons’ Jounwat, 
713). The qe Oe lecact tou taaetatacn, 4 cane 
gagee, or » Was en » as os mortgagor, 
profit costs in respect of business, rela’ to the realization of ya 

security, carried through by the firm of the solicitor mortgagee, acting 
‘or the tor mortgagee and his co- , who was not a solicitor. 
action was a foreclosure 


thereu: 
case of Re Donaldson (27 Ch. D. 544, 
laid down by Lord Cottenham in 
case of a solicitor co-trustee, 
solicitor (or his firm) 
and the 


176).”” 
case was right, and 
co- now 


mortgagees 
inted out that the — 
Re Donaldson (27 Ch. D., at 








allowed, as 4 
for work done in the the security, and 
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that ead Take the simple caze of a sole mortgagee who was a solicitor. 
It been settled for years that such a mortgagee could only get, as 
the mortgagor, his costs out of pocket, not because he was a trustee 
(for he was not), but because the bargain between him and the mortgagor 
‘was that the latter should be entitled to redeem the property on payment 
of oe, interest, and costs, and costs did not include profit costs. 
The t was therefore in fact the same as in the case of a trustee who 
‘was a solicitor, though it was arrived at on different grounds and by a 
different process. Did this rule apply when there were two mortgagees, 
one of whom was a solicitor? If it Rid not, the solicitor mortgagee would 
be a profit out of the mortgagor. There was no authority that 
the rule not apply to this case, except the decision of Vice-Chancellor 
Bacon in Re Bodies But there had ma long course of practice in 
the taxing masters’ office contrary to that decision, though the practice 
had not perhaps been as universal as his lordship at first supposed. The 
attention of the taxing masters may not have been always directed to the 
point. The recent decisions in Stone v. Lickorish and Re Wallis shewed 
that the rule was that profit costs could not be allowed to a solicitor 
mortgagee. No doubt the decision of Vice-Chancellor Bacon in Re 
Donaldson was to the contrary, but his lordship thought that the learned 
Vice-Chanceller went a great deal too far. His decision was in- 
consistent with the principle of the decision of the Court of Ap 
in Re Wallis, and the reasoning on which that decison was founded. 
Reliance had been placed by the appellants’ counsel on the decision of 
Lord Chancellor Cottenham in Cradock v. Piper, in which he laid down the 
rule (whether for the first time his lordship did not know) that if there were 
two trustees, one of whom was a solicitor, the solicitor trustee acting for 
both in a litigation would be entitled to profit costs. His lordship thought 
he would not be going too far if he said that Lord Cottenham rather lost 
sa of the fact that it was the double position of trustee and solicitor occu- 
by the trustee that gave rise to the difficulty; and he certainly 
would not be going too far in saying that whenever this caste had been 
since diecussed the correctness of the decision had been doubted. It had, 
however, never been reversed by any court, but it had been treated as 
anomalous. It stood, and still stands, as an established rule, but it did 
not cover the case of a solicitor mortgagee. If its principle were sound 
the court ought to extend its application. But if, as seemed to be the 
better opinion, the principle were not sound, the court ought not to 
extend its application. 

Bowen and A. L. Suirn, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Graham Hastings, 
Q.C , and Methold ; Challis; Birrell. Soxicrrous, Bolton § Co. ; Cheston § 
8, 

[Reported by M. J. Buaxe, Barrister-at-Law. } 


RESTRICTIONS BY LAW UPON THE LIABILITY OF SHIP- 
OWNERS. 


By J. E. Gray Hii, Liverpool. 
(Continaed from p. 34.) 


Italy.— Article 491 of the Commercial Code of Italy provides that ever 
shipowner who has not personally contracted, can in any case free himself 
from his responsibility for the acts of the master and other members of the 
crew, and the contracts of the master by abandoning ship and freiyht. 
A master who is owner or part-owner cannot avail himself of the right to 
abandon. He is, however, only liable on his contracts in proportion to his 
interest in the ship.a No mention is made of the insurance money, but I 
have seen the opinion of an eminent Italian lawyer to the effect that it need 
not be accounted for. Upon the question of personal contract the following 
case has been decided. the owner's agent at Genoa agreed to carry cattle by 
the “Ville de Malaga” to Nice. The shipand the cattle were lost by negligent 
navigation. The owners of the cattle claimed damages. The shipowners 
offered to abandon the ship and freight to them in satisfaction of their claim. 
Held that their liability on their agent’s contract must be judged by Italian 
law, as the agreement was made in Italy, and that the obligation was 
personal, snd could not therefore be got rid of by abandonment.d This would 
seem to raise a serious point in the case of bills of lading signed by land 
agents, as in the Mediterranean trade. But the matter would not be practi- 
cally important in cases where the contract of affreightm-nt contained a clause 
exempting the shipowner from liability for the consequences of negligent 
navigation. That clause appears to have been held valid in a!l countries 
in which the question = been raised except the United States. c 
The American courts would only hold the clause invalid if the contract of 
affreightment were made in America, Thus, if the suit were brought in 
Italy, or any ey” agg than America, which should follow the decision 
in the ‘‘ Ville de Malaga,” the negligence clause would bea defence ; if in 
America the limitation allowed by American law would cover the personal 
obligation. Furthermore, I have been informed that many Italian lawy rs 
consider the decision in the ‘ Ville de Malaga” as erroneous, thinking that 
where an agent contracts there is no personal engagement of the owner. 
Perhaps the defendants in that case did not appeal to the final Court of 
A at Rome, because they thought it sufficient to resist the execution of 
the judgment in France,d or perhaps the question whether the engagement is 





w 
Cour de Cassation, Turin, 4, Revue Internationale du Droit more of this Code ( 


a Law M ine, 1885, p. 46 ; 1 Revue Internationale du Droit Maritime, 90. 
b The “ Vile de Malaga” 


¢ See my paper, entitled ‘‘ Restrictions by Contract on the Liability of Shipowners as 
of Goods,” read at Plymouth, 1891; and Live l and Great Western Steam 


pee mpd v. Phenix Insurance Company, 129 United States Reporter, 397. Perhaps Law Macazine, “Er 2 


ought also to be excepted. See articles 142—149 of the Swedish Code, 7 Revue 
Internationale du Droit Maritime, 634, 
@ See p. 16. 
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a personal one is a question of fact upon which there was no further appeal.a 

Holland.—Article 321 of the Dutch Commercial Code, after providing that 
the owner or part-owner, each in proportion to his share, is responsible for 
the acts and engagements of the master, proceeds to declare that this 
responsibility ceases by the abandonment of ship and freight, and that the 
claim on the underwriters is not included in the abandonment. The words 
of the code imply that the cesser by abandonment is not applicable to the 
personal engagements of the owner, or to the case of a master who is also 
part owner. 

Belgium. --Bovk 2, title 2, article 7, of the Commercial Code of Belgium 
provides that the owner may free himself from responsibility for the acts and 
engagements of the master by the abandonment of ship and freight. It 
appears that the owner is only relieved if he has remained passive, not if he 
has personally intervened—e.g., by ratifying the master’s contract, or 
expressly authorising him to enter into it. Nor is the owner relieved from 
responsibility for his own faults—e.g., in respect of the unseaworthiness of 
the ship. The article also provides thak the master, who is also owner or 
age ner, cannot avail himself of the right to abandon, but that he is only 
iable on his contracts in proportion to his interest in the ship. The owner's 
right against his underwriter is not included in the abandonment, so that the 
insurance money need not be accounted for to creditors.5 

Sweden.— Article 7 of the Swedish Maritime Code of 1891 provides that the 
owner is only liable to the extent of the ship and freight—1. On contracts 
made by the master in that capacity, and not in virtue of a special authority 
from the owner. 2. For debts arising for the non-performance of a contract 
made by the owner himself, or in pursuance of powers conferred by him, and 
the performance of which rests with the master. By article 8 the owner is 
liable, to the extent of ship and freight, for all da caused by the master 
or any member of the crew in consequence of default or negligence 
in the course of duty. And the same rule holds good if the 
damages are caused by any other person working under the master’s 
orders. 7 article 9 cach part-owner is only liable for his share 
of the liabilities.c The effect seems to be similar to that of the American 
statutes so far as regards the relief from personal contracts, and is in this 
respect more favourable to the owner than the laws of France, Italy, Holland, 
and Belgium. There does not seem to be any provision as to the insurance 
money, nor as to the ability of the master being owner ih pnemag i to 
- = ; and the latter not being specially provided for would seem to be 
excluded. 

Spain.—Article 587 of the Commercial Code of Spain provides that the 
ship's husband (who, by article 586, is made liable, together with the owner, 
for the acts of the master) can clear himself from liability fur compensation 
arising from the conduct of the master in the care of the cargo by abandonin 
the ship and freight. This provision is not very clear, as the ship’s husban 
as such would not have any title to the things abandoned. Article 590 
provides that each co-owner can divest himself of liability for the consequences 
of the acts of the master by abandoning in the presence of a notary the 
share ii the ship belonging to him.d There does not appear to be any power 
enabling the master who is part-owner to abandon when not personally in 
fault. There is no reference to the insurance money. The nish Code 
does not seem to contain any provision creating a lien on a ship for claims 
arising out of collision, nor any power to arrest previous to judgment, and 
articles 580 and 584 read as if there were no such power, especially in the 
case of a ship about to sail.e I know, however, of cases in which ships have 
been arrested in Spanish ports for claims of this character, but my experience 
is that there is very considerable difficulty in arresting ia that country, 
especially in the case of .~ 9 = and that the arrest can somotimes 
removed without giving bail. This comparative freedom from arrest is 
probably worth more to shipowners, from the practical point of view, than 
the full limitation of liability. An action to recover compensation for a 
collision must be brought within two years from the casualty. f 

Portugal —Article 492 of the New Commercial Code of Port (1889) 
provides that the shipowner’s liability for contracts made by the master 
relating to the ship and voyage ceases on abandonment of ship and fre'ght ; 
but there is no provision for freeing the shipowner from other liabilities.g 
There is no reference to the insurance money. Article 491 appears to give 
power to the Portuguese courts to arrest ships for collision claims. Under 
the former code ed had not this power.’ 

Eg pt.—By article 30 of the tian Code of Maritime Commerce, the 
shipowner, by abandoning the ship and freight, may release himself from 
responsibitity for ahe acts and engagements of the master, unless these 
obligations have been incurred expressly by his special instructions. The 

wer to abandon is not granted to a master who is owner or part-owner. 
When the master is a part-owner he is a for his engagements only 
in proportion to his interest in the ship. Nothing is said about the insurance 
money. 

1V It has often been suggested in this country that efforts should be made 
to induce foreign nations to adopt our principle of limitation, A good many 
years ago Her Majesty’s Government opened negotiations with the United 
States upon the subject, but the then Government of that country very 
naturally preferred their own system. On the other hand, it has often been 
suggested by or on behalf of foreigners, and by no-one more energetically than 





a Le Droit Maritime , Commentaire par Victor Jacob. Brussels, 1891, p. 104. 

b Le Droit Maritime Belge, Commentaire par Victor Jacob, Brussels, 1891, pp. 81, 
104, and 106.—Law M. , 1884, p. 181. 

c Magazine, ae 9. Se 7 Revue Internationale du Droit Maritime, 228, where 

into French) has been published than in the Law Magazine. 
ad Law Magazine, 1889, pp. 34 and 35. 
e Law Magazine, 1889, pp. 838 and 842. 
J See article 9583, Law ne 1892, p. 176; and article 612 (sub-sections 8 and 15), 
Law M. ne, 1892, p. 204, 5 Revue Internationale du Droit Maritime, 598, 
Chy of Mecca,” L.R. 6 P.D. 106. 
Egyptian Codes,” p. 260 (London : Clowes & Sons, 1892), 
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Dr. Wendt,a the President of the ‘‘ Association for the Reform and Codifi- 
cation of the I.aw of Nations,” that the English law should be so altered as to 
accord with that of other nations. It would be easy to mention special cases 
of hardship arising under either system, but on the whole there can be no doubt 
that a mach larger amount of compensation is recoverable under our system 
than under that prevailing elsewhere. With us, also, there is always a certain 
sum recoverable, while under the law of foreign countries there is often nothing 
at all to be had. And the result of our system is that, even when the ship- 
owner is weak financially, the contracts of insurance and protection effected by 
him in respect of the offending ship are made available to answer the claims of 
third parties, while under the foreign system they not are so available. It is 
very desirable that the law of this country and that of foreign countries should 
be the same on this important subject ; but I am afraid that there is no prob- 
ability of that end being attained. It is hopeless to convince all the other 
countries that we are right and they are wrong, and yet while the British 
mercantile marine forms so large a proportion, as it docs at present, of the 
merchaut shipping of the world, it would not he wise on the of our 
Legislature, merely for the sake of conformity, to surrender our law on the 
limitation of liability in favour of one of a less satisfactory kind. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Nov. 14.—At the weekly meeting of this society, held in the Inner 
Temple Lecture Hall, Mr. J. R. Yates moved a resolution condemnin 
the action of the Government in permitting public meetings to be hel 
in Trafalgar-square. Dr. Herbert-Smith opposed the resolution, and an 
exceedingly animated debate followed, in which Messrs. Goodfellow, 
Symonds, Marcus, Adkins, Common, and Marks took The resolu- 
tion, on being put to the House, was declared to be ed by nine votes. 





LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ CONGRESS. 


The arrangements for the congress are now completed. The congress 
will be held in the Guildhall, Derby, on the 1st of December, 1892, at 
130 pm. prompt. Special arrangements have been made for the dining 
and accommodation of delegates. It is anticipated all the business will, 
by protracted sittings, be concluded the same day. The resolutions com- 
prise every matter of importance to law students, and will, no doubt, 
meet with thorough discussion. The meeting will be tioroughly repre- 
sentative, though not quite all the societies have as yet replied. If these 
or any — students wish to co-operate with the rest of the students, 
and will notify the fact to Mr. R. W. Aske, 17, Parliament-street, Hull, 
full particulars and copies of the resolutions will be at once sent to them. 








LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Desatine Socretry.—November 15th—Mr. Cuthbert 
Curtis in the chair. Mr. Thomas Douglas opened the debate: ‘‘ That the 
case of Anthony v. Anthony (1892, 1 Ch. D. 458) was wrongly decided.”’ 
Mr. T. 8, Wilkinson opposed. The following gentlemen spoke in the 
affirmative :—Halliday Harcourt, Arthur Smith, and Gould ; the follow- 
ing in the negative :—A. E. Clarke, R. Blagden, Harry Watkins, Mote, 
A. Simon, and H. Foden Pattinson. Mr. Douglas replied. The chairman 
summed up, and the motiou was carried. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 

Mr. Ricnarp Samvuzt Gurney Ooompes, solicitor, Watford, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Coombes was admitted in July, 
1887. He is deputy-clerk to the magistrates of the Oundle Division. 

Mr. Extnv Ricuarp Cross, LL.B., solicitor, Scarborough, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Cross was admitted in July, 
1886. 


Mr. Ruopes Kennepy Catvert, solicitor, Leeds, has been — a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Calvert was admitted in March, 1880. 

Mr. Tom Suetron Onicxrrt, solicitor, 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, Chan + 
lane, W.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Crickitt 
was admitted in February, 1886. 

Mr. Ricuarp Crcr, Wiiuiam Drxon, solicitor, Southampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dixon was admitted in April, 
1886. 


Mr. Franx Dezvey, solicitor, Dudley, has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Deeley was admitted in May, 1886. 

Mr. Davin Exias Davies, solicitor, Cardiff, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Davies was admitted in August, 1886. 

Mr. Tuomas Winper Farruwarre, solicitor, Liverpool, has bcen appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Faithwaite was admitted in Hilary, 1874. 





Mr. Grorez Fenton, solicitor, Warwick, has been — a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Fenton was admitted in May, 1881. 


Mr. Rosgrt Tynemoutu Guruatg, solicitor, Blyth, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Guthrie was admitted in July, 1886. 

Mr. Cuartes Hopexrson, solicitor, Penistone, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hodgkinson was admitted in March, 1880, 
after passing the Final Examination with honours. 

Mr. Joun Hatt, solicitor, Bury, has been appointed a Commissioner for 
Oaths. Mr. Hall was admitted in May, 1882. 

Mr. Joun Samvuzt Huirton, solicitor, Ashton-under-Lyne, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hilton was admitted in April, 


Mr. Lzonarp Hoxmezs, solicitor, Brighton, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths, Mr. Holmes-was admitted in March. 1885. 

Mr. Francis J. Jennrnas, solicitor, Burton-on-Trent, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jennings was admitted in February, 1880, 

Mr. Harry Hersert Jackson, solicitor, Walsall, has been — a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jackson was admitted in June, 1886. 

Mr. Anruur Lancerre.p Jonzs, solicitor, 27, Bloomsbury-square, W.C.,. 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Jones was admitted 
in August, 1886. . 

Mr. Frepgrick Kixcu, solicitor, 188, Fleet-street, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Kinch was admitted in 
January, 1883. 

Mr. Joszpu Guy Kyicur, solicitor, Newcastle-under-Lyme, has been 
— a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Knight was admitted in July, 

3. 


Mr. Guitrorp Epwarp Lewis, solicitor, 14, South-square, Gray’s-inn, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lewis was admitted 
in June, 1886. 

Mr. Joun Davin Boyzrs Lewis, solicitor, 20, Bucklersbury, E.C., has 
been a a a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lewis was admitted in 
June, 1886. 

Mr. Wiit1am Lewm, solicitor, Metapens yores oc] has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lewin was admi in November, 1879. 

Mr. Goprrey Lawrorp, solicitor, 28, Austin-friars, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lawford was admitted in December, 1877. 


Mr. Joun Francis Liprarp, solicitor, 7, Great James-street, Bedford- 
row, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lidiard was 
admitted in November, 1881. 
Mr. Gzoncr Jeremy Lynsxay, solicitor, Liverpool, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Lynskey was admitted in January, 1886. 
Mr. Rrcxarp Moxaan, solicitor, Llanidloes, has been appointed a Com- 
missioner for Oaths. Mr. Morgan was admitted in July, 1885. 


Mr. Joun Pecos, solicitor, Manchester, has been — a commis- 
sioner for Oaths. Mr. Pegge was admitted in June, 1886. 

Mr. Emm Wiutnetm Lvupwie Uxaicu Persrs, solicitor, Pinners’ Hall, 
Old Broad-street, E.C., has been Ss a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Peters was admitted in July, 1883. ; 

Mr. Witit1am Tuackuatt Browert, solicitor, Coventry, has been 
pa a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Browett was admitted in July, 
1880. 


Mr. Cunistopner Tuomas Butman, solicitor, Carlicle, has been appointed 
a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bulman was admitted in November, 1881. 

Mr. Grorcr Forses Basserr, B.A., solicitor, Southampton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Bassett was admitted in Octo- 
ber, 1884. 

Mr. Franx Samvet Cuapuiy, solicitor, 24, John-street, Bedford-row, 
has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Chaplin was admitted 
in July, 1886. 

Mr. Oswatp Henry Criarxson, solicitor, 5, Mark-lane, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Clarkson was admitted in 
August, 1884. 

Mr. Ricuarp Harris 
a Bencher of the Middle 
hill, Q.C. 


Q.C., of the Midland Circuit, has been elected 
Temple, in succession to the late Mr. Under- 


LEGAL MAYORS. 


Mr. Gzorcr Lanororp Fotrorp, solicitor, Okeham 
Mayor of that town. Mr. Fulford was admitted in 
commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Freperick ANpREw Inperwicx, Q.C., barrister, 1, Mitre-court- 
buildings, Temple, has been elected Mayor of Winchelsea. Mr. Inder- 
wick was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1858. He isa 
member of the South-Eastern Circuit, and also practises in the Probate, 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division. 

Mr. Witt1aM Suenton, solicitor, has been elected Mayor of Winchester. 
Mr. ne cg admitted in Michaelmas, 1869. He is 4 commissioner 
for oaths. 

Mr. Wri11am Sumrru, solicitor, bas been elected Mayor of Dartmouth. 
Mr. Smith was admitted iu Trinity, 1851. He is clerk to the Harbour 


m, has been elected 
h, 1879. Heisa 








Commissioners, clerk to St. Saviour’s and St. Peter’s Burial Boards, 
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notary public, comeniestoner for Victoria, a commissioner for caths, and a 
perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Wri114M Cuarizs Tyrrewt, solicitor, has been elected Mayor of 
Ludlow. Mr. Tyrrell was admitted in July, 1877. He is clerk to the 
trustees of the municipal charities, assistant clerk to the Commissioners of 
Taxes, and clerk to the governors of the Grammar School. 


Mr. Cuaries Bennetr Rocuz, solicitor, has for the fourth time been 
elected Mayor of Daventry. Mr. Roche was admitted in Trinity, 1847. 
He is a commissioner for oaths and a perpetual commissioner. 


Mr. Franx Hotyoakz, solicitor, has been re-elected Mayor of Droitwich. 
Mr. Holyoake was admitted in April, 1878. He is a commissioner for 
oaths 


Mr. Gzorcr Marruew Arnotp, J.P., has for the third time in succession 
been elected Mayor of Gravesend. 

Mr. Cuaries Henry Wirsnire, solicitor, Great Yarmouth. has been 
elected Mayor of Great Yarmouth Mr. Wiltshire was admitted in 
Michaelmas, 1861. He is clerk to the school board, a clerk to the Winter- 
ton and East Silverton Drainage Commissioners, and a commissioner for 

Mr. Joun Reornatp Symonns, solicitor, Hereford, has been elected 
Mayor of Hereford. Mr. Symonds was admitted in Michaelmas, 1872, 
after ing the Final Examination with honours. He is deputy- coroner 
and undersheriff for Hereford and honorary secretary of the Herefordshire 
Incorporated Law Society. 

Mr. Joun Wesstey Bzaxz, svlicitor, has been elected Mayor of Reading. 
Mr. Beale was admitted in Michaelmas, 1874. 

Mr. Frepgrick Francis Sauirn, solicitor, Rochester, has been elected 
Mayor of that town. He was admitted in Michaelmas, 1878. He is 
joint re; with his partner, Mr. W. W. Hayward, of the county court 
and of the High Court. He is a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. Atrert Epwarp Suapianp, solicitor, South Molton and London, 
has for the second time teen elected Mayor of South Molton. Mr. Shap- 
land was admitted in January, 1876. He is a commissioner for affidavits 
and affirmations in the Court of the Vice-Warden of the Stannaries of 
Cornwall and Devon, a commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commis- 
sioner. 

Mr. Pur Eriszy Buiacksurn Porter, solicitor, Saltash, has been 
elected Mayor of that town. Mr. Porter was admitted in August, 1883. 

Mr. Freperick Anprew Payne, J.P., solicitor, Tiverton, has been 
elected Mayor of that town. Mr. Payne was admitted in March, 1863. 
He is deputy-superintendent registrar, a commissioner for oaths, and a 
perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Geoncg Carrick, solicitor, Wisbech, has been elected Mayor of that 
town. Mr. Carrick was admitted in Hilary, 1870. He is clerk to the 
union and rural sanitary authority, superintendent registrar, and deputy- 
coroner for the Isle of Ely, and a commissioner for oaths. 

Mr. Cuartes Georce Nantes, solicitor, Bridport, has been elected 
Mayor of that town. Mr. Nantes was admitted in Hilary, 1873. He is 
culeieer of the county court of Bridport, clerk to the Commissioners of 
Bridport Harbour, coroner for the district of Bridport and Bedminster, a 
commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner. 

Mr. Tuomas Epetston, solicitor, has been elected Mayor of Preston. 
Mr. Edelston was admitted in Michaelmas, 1861. He is official receiver 
for Preston, Blackburn, and Burnley, and a commissioner for oaths. 


CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vution. 

James Cross Hutton, Tuomas arwoop, and Samver Morris, solicitors 
(Hulton, Harwood, & Morris), Chorley and Le yland. Oct.18. The said 
Samuel Morris will in future carry on the practices on his own separate 
account. [ Gazette, Nov. 15. 








GENERAL. 


At the Carnarvon County Court on Wednesday his Honour Judge Sir 
Horatio Lloyd, on taking his seat, said: ‘‘I may mention that I have this 
morning received an anonymous letter in which I am informed that I am 
going io be blown to atoms by dynamite for outrageous verdicts and 

lous collusion with the clergy, and inhtman conduct to poor, over- 

burdened tithepayers. The letter concludes with this pious hope, ‘May 

the Almighty paralyze you!’ I merely wish to tell the silly coward who 

has wasted his time and his 1d. stamp on this effusion that, if he supposed 

I T abould treat it seriously, or that, if I did, I should be in any way 
influenced by it, he is very much mistaken.” 


On Saturday last, the 12th of November, Sir Forrest Fulton, Q.C., 
Common Serjeant of the City of London, was entertained at dinner by 
friends who had practised with him at the bar. The dinner took place at the 
Whitehall Rcoms of the Hotel Metropole. Mr. Besley occupied the chair, 
and among those Facey were the Recorder of London, Sir Charles Hall, 


Q.C., M.P., Sir Edward Clarke, Q.C., M.P., Mr. Poland, Q.C., Mr. Candy, 
Qc, as trar Giffard, Mr. Mead, J. P. , and Messrs. Molesworth St. 
Aubyn, A Metcalfe, H. L. Buck, Charles Mathews, Charles Gill, 


Horace Avory, Henry Avory, H. A. Read, E. D. Purcell, W. M. Baylis, 
Slade Butler, Beaumont Morice, B. A. Smith, L. F. Everest, W. H. Sands, 


Dd. Jones Lewis, A. 8. Harvey, E. Partridge, A. Bassett Hopkins, Arthur 
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Hutton, E. "Marshall Hall, H. H. ations T. E. Cundy, R. D. Muir, 
A. H. Bodkin, Paul Taylor, A. E. Gill, J. H. Keeling, W. Hume 
Williams, E. 8. Abinger, = Sydenham- Jones, W. H. Leycester, Guy 
Stephenson, Travers Humphreys, F. Farrant, L. W. Kershaw, F. O. 
Roach, H. G. Rooth, C. Nelson, A. F. S. Pasmore (hon. secretary), and 
many others. 

















The prospectus of the Law Accident and Contingency Insurance Co. (Lim- 
ited) has been issued. Capital, £250,000, in 50,000 shares of £5 each. It is 
not anticipated that more than ten shillings per share will be called up. The 
company has been formed to undertake insurance against accidents and 
various other classes of risk beyond the scope of the existing legal insur- 
ance companies. The company will avoid competition with those offices, 
but will rather seek to co-operate with them. Its special features will be 
(1) connection with the legal profession, and extensive facilities, through 
their agency, for the acquisition of business of the best class; (2 ) an im- 
proved system of accident and contingency insurance, more liberal to 
policy-holders, and consequently, it is believed, more profitable to the 
company. 





COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rota or Registrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 


Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 





Date. No. 2. Curry. Norra. 
Monday, Nov. ........0-s00000e- 21 Mr. Pugh Mr. Lett ey Mr. Clowes $ 
uesda: 2 Beal Jackson 
Pugh toon Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Pugh Leach Clowes 
Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Sriewina. Kexrwicn. Romer. 
Monday, Nov. .............00+++ 21 Mr. Lavie Mr. Mr. Pemberton 
Tuesday...... .22 Carrington Rolt Ward 
Wednesday Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Thursday . Carrington Rolt Ward 
friday ... Lavie Pemberten 
Saturday spsucswpusiibeenivinienl Carrington Rolt Ward 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Grirrinnoore.—Nov. 6, at 45, Adelaide-road, South Hampstead, the wife of J. G. Griffin- 
hoofe, solicitor, of a son, 
Kxi@uT.—Nov. 5, at 55, Buckleigh-road, Streatham, the wife of Charles Knight, of 69, 
Aldermanbury, E.C., ’solicitor, of a son. 
TickELL.—Nov. 6, at 6, ions, Haarlem-road, Broo oun, the wife of 
Joseph Harkness Tickell, barrister-at-law, i = Middle varies of a son 


MARRIAGES. 

Breesy—Bennamu.—At 8t. Andrew’s Church, Fulham, Francis Ashridge Beeby, barrister- 
at-law, of Birkby House, near rt, Cumberland, to , Bw Elizabeth ( ulia), eldest 
eS daughter of th- late M. oien. of Abercorn House, Baron’s-court, West 

w. 


Censington, 
Hurrox—Tayior.—Oct. 29, at St. Stephen’s Church, South Kensington, Arthur Hill 
Hutton, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to Sarah Elizabeth adopted daught«r 
and niece of Mr. and Mrs oon Edward Taylor, of 20, Kens:ngton Pals ens, W. 


Laverg—CaLuenper.—Nov. 8, at .— Bagg , a, Montague 
Laurie, India Civil Service, B.A. barrister-at-law, to Caroline 1 Ethel, younger 
daughter of John A. Callender, of : "‘Newbattle-terrace, Edinb’ 

Haworth, Edith, 


WeraTHEeRHEAD—MERRALL.—Nov. 2, at St. Michael and All 
elder daughter of Merrall, J.P., Law House, Haworth, 
Weatherhead, solicitor, Bingley, orkshire. 


Cuale to Robert E. 


DEATHS. 
Daunt.—At 7, Mount gpeenetemany, Stoke, Devonport, Thomas Townshend Daunt, 
bar rister-at-law, aged 75. 
Jounson.—Oct. 30, at 128, Highbury-hill, N., Stephen eam, of the firm of Johnson & 
Dowding, solicitors, 36, Moorgate-street, E.c., aged 59. 





WakninG TO InTENDING Housz ene & Lessees.—Before purchasing or renting 


a house have the arrangemen ro examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation ow 65, next a Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 


Ww catenlaater (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &e. —[Apvrt.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London 


Gazette. Tees, en ee din 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY 
Loyat Fierce Lopcr, Heywood District, of the independent ya of Odd Fellows, 110, 
House and Cottage, Bamford, Lancaster. Oct. 
London Gazette. eon teh Nov. 15 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
——— in CHANCERY. 
JeRusacem, Limrrep—Credito: required, on or before Dec. 23, to send their names 
and addresses, and the pastioulons of t their debts or claims, to Edmund Gibbs Kimber, 
22, Billiter st. Kimber & Co, my oe st, solors for li uidator 
Op America, Liurrev—C dit d, on or before Dec. 13, to send their names 
an and the pactioninas 6 of their debts or claims, to Andrew Archer Gillies, 46, 
Brown st, Manchester. Crofton & Craven, Manchester, solors for liquidator 
SourHsoroven Gas Licut axp Coxe Co, Limirep—Creiitors are r uired, on or before 
Dec. 16, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to John Read, 44, High st, Tunbridge Wells 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Farmers’ Unitep Cow Civs axp Carrie Insurance Society, Kirkham, Lancaster, 


Nov. 9 
Lianseris Co-operative Society, Limirep, Lianboris, Carnarvon. Nov. 9 


Unitep Socizty, Penrice, Reynoldstone, Glamorgan. Nov. 9 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Tutspay, Nov. 1. 


Barwnarp, AwniE Mania, Westminster Bridge rd Dee 13 Leggatt & Co, Raymond bidgs, 
Gray’s inn 
Bo.roy, Tuomas, Yeadon, Yorks Nov 30 Watson & Co, Bradford 


Bornam, Georcr, Wexham Court, Bucks, Gent Forthwith Llewellyn & Ackrill, Tun- 
stall, Staffs 
Bravy, Hannan, York Dec6 Hind & Robinson, Stone bldgs, Lincoln’s inn 


Coran, Haxnan, Stoneygate, nr Leicester Dec10 R & G Toller & Sons, Leicester 

Du Pre, Anyz, Cheltenham Dee 8 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 

Evans, Axx, Hansworth, Staffs Nov 30 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 

Foster, Tuomas, Alveston, co Warwick, Gent Dec 28 Slater & Co, Darlaston, Staffs 
Freeman, Epwarp, Frameden, fuffolk, Farmer Dec1 Welton, Woodbridge 

Gowers Lock, Atice, Hulme, Manchester Nov 30 Southam & Harwood, Manchester 
Jacksox, Wiit1am, Cross Beck, Kirkby, Ireleth, Lancs, Farm Servant Nov 27 Dickin- 


sop, Broughton in Furness 
Ker a | i nick, Kingston upon Hull, Doctor of Medicine Novi4 T & A Priestman, 
a 


Ruse weetam, Wellingborough, Shoe Upper Closer Nov 21 Morgan, Welling- 


rou 
Suicee, -y York, Gent Dec 19 L & W Thompson, York 


ianen,. Basset Epwarps, Stretford, Lanes, Corporation Clerk Dec 10 Grundy 
& Co, Manchester 
Littey, Gzorcr, Hingham, Norfolk, retired Carpenter Nov 30 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 


Meyer, Saran, Holland park Dec8 Phelps & Co, Gresham st 

Nicxuix, Mary, Shelton, Staffs Nov 30 Keary & Co, Stoke upon Trent 

Parker, Lucy Any, Beverley, Yorks Decl T & A Priestman, Hull 

Payye, Epuunp, Copthorne, Surrey, retired Superintendent of Police Dec 1 Thomsons 
& Nightingale, Reigate 

Pickarp, Jonny, Follifoot, Yorks, Farmer Nov 15 Gilling, Harrogate and Knaresborough 

Rep, Joseru, Wellington Mansions, North Bank, Park rd, Regent’s pk, M.D. Dec 12 
Bowlings & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Rosinsoy, James, Newton Heath, Lancs Dec 24 Claye & fon, Manchester 

Rosser, Cnartes Oxrver, Henbury, Glos, Wheelwright Dec 1 Sinnott & Spofforth, 
Bristol 

Scort, IsangeLLa, Brondesbury rd, Kilburn Nov 30 Nash & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 

Suernirr, Mary, Croydon, Surrey Dec6 Duncan, Furnival’s inn 


Surru, Atrrep Fowter, Thetford, Norfolk, Clerk in Holy Orders Noviz7 Houchen & 
Houchen, Thetford 
Sairn, by Kingston upon Hull, Gent Jan 30 Middlemiss & Pearce, Kingston 
upon 
SraniLanb, Aticia Hanyan, Lower Seymourst Dec1 Luard & Chapman, Cardiff 


Stevenson, Mary Any, Ashborne, Co Derby Nov 25 Storer & Co, Manchester 

Srewart, Lovisa Anxe, Dorchester Dec1 Morice & Blakesley, Serjeants inn, Fleet st 

Srvarr, General Cuaries, Christchurch, Hants Dec 15 Wynne & Son, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 


Dec 9 Beaumont, 
Sykes, come pram Ryhill, nr Wakefield, out of business Dec 17 Harrison & Co, 
akefielc 


Taytor, Davip Baryes, Hulme, Manchester, Gent Nov 30 Needham & Co, Manchester 

Corus, Beenqners, Halliwell, nr Bolton, Farmer Dec 1 Baldshaw & Hodgkinson, 
Bolton 

Wasreress, Howat Josuva, Sheffield, Mercantile Clerk Nov 30 Webster & Styring, 
8 


el 
Woopsrince, Tuomas, Bucklebury, Berks, Farmer Dec 1 Bazett, Newbury 


Summersy, Witt1am Georce, Llandovery, co Carmarthen, Gent 


Grantham 


London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 4. 
Amprose, Perrr, Standish, Lancs Dec 1 Woodcock & Penny, Wigan 
Asprey, Francis, Bath, Esq Dec 31 Stone & Co, Bath 
Barrstow, James, Shipley, Yorks, Gent Dec 381i Rhodes, Bradford 
Barker, Marta, Waddington, Liocs Jan2 Thorpe & Perry, Nottingham 
Best, Acnes Janz, Cheltenham Dee 14 Winterbothams & Gurney, Cheltenham 
Buacxsurn, James, Ripponden, Halifax, Gent Nov 18 Ruddock & Marshall, Ripponden 
Brapiey, Danie. Jonny, Spexhall, nr Halesworth Dec 24 Butcher, Bouverie st, Fleet st 
Braptey, James Harpysry, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Stonemason Dec 10 Smith, Leeds 
Burprre.p, Ricr, Horsham, Sussex Dee 5 Coole, Carfax, Horsham 
Carpenter, WiL1Am, Goring, Sussex, Farmer Dec 15 Holmes, Worthing 
Carr, Aurrep, Connaught st, Hyde park, Builder Dec 15 Saxton & Morgan, Somerset 


st, Portman 4 f y 
Cutten, Bexsamin, Nottingham, Grocer Dec16 Eking, Nottingham 


Datroy, Jane, Penrith, Cumbrid Dec 5 Arnison & Co, Penrith 


Dove, Henry Draper, Langham lodge, nr Colchester, Farmer Dec 17 Elwes & Turner 
Colchester 
Dorrripez, Samvet (sen), Green lanes, Stoke Newington, Esq Dec2i Munns & Long- 


den, Old Jewry 
Exuiorr, Jouy, Edge Hill, Liverpool, Cotton Porter Nov 30 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 


Fietp, Frrpericx, Ipswich, Butcher Dee 24 Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Fuiusrtoy, Davin, Lymington, Hants Dee3 Beachcroft & Co, Theobald’s rd 

Grunpy, Atrrep, Manchester, Solicitur Dee 13 Grundy & Co, Manchester 

Hem, + same Chishall, Essex, retired Grocer Nov 28 Roche, Daventry, 


si ‘Chesterfield, Clerk in Holy Orders Jan 10 Hallowes & Carter, 


Harker, Susanna, Lorn House, Mildmay pk Nov 30 Coe, Hart st, Bloomsbury 
Heary, Tuomas, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Esq Dec1 Evans & Son, Eastcheap 

Hunt, Mary Ayw Paton, Worcester Nov 30 Beauchamp, Worcester 

Jackson, Francis Hatuep Warp, Cambridge ter, Hyde pk, Esq Decl Evans & Son, 


ea) 
Juuiay, Joun Prien, Liverpool, Boot Closer Nov30 Barrell & Co, Liverpool 
ce, Wit11am, Beulah Hill, Norwood, Esq Dec8 Roscoe & Hincks, Christopher st, 


ny 84 
Kyaaos, Jony, Gt Driffield, Yorks, retired Farmer Dec12 Foster & Co, Gt Driffield 


Manca, Josten, Wylie Capen, Site Canes, co Warwick Dec 15 Smith & Co, Bir- 


Manrsuatt, Awx, Kingston upon Hull Dec3 T & A Priestman, Hull 
McBean, Witt14m, Scarborough, retired Jet Merchant Dec 12 Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Oaxpey, Eurty Mary Aune, Handsworth, Birmingham Nov 3) Negus, Lincoln’s inn 


fields 

Parry, Tuomas Fox, Garston, Lancs Dec 2) Husband, Liverpool 
Puaruirs, Jonas, Roath, Cardiff, Builder Dec5 Bradley, Cardiff . 
Roper, Axx, Foscott, Bucks Nov 26 Hearn & Hearn 
Samurvs, Micnart, Maida Hill West Dec5 Aldis, Queen Victoria et 
8 JosEPH, Y¥ Machine etor 

HAW, Bes ys Penistone, Yorks, Thrashing Propri ‘Decl Drans- 
Suzruenp, Mariayye, Scarborough Dec 12 Drawbridge, Scarborough 
Sintey, Exma Sornia, Worcester Nov 30 Beauchamp, Worcester 
Surrrer, Evizapeta, Gt Yarmouth Dec17 Slipper, Gt Yarmouth 
Smarr, Anne, Hertford Nov 30 Spence & Co, Hertford 
Sree.t, Georor Joun, Richmond and Mortlake _” 8 N Dec 15 

3 oan % ior ‘urseries, Surrey, Nurseryman 

Stone, Grorag, Shipley, Sussex Sussex, retired Parmer * Dec5 Coole, Carfax, Horsham 
mane Wiiuram, Pangbourne, Berks, Eeq Dec 12 Bridgman & Willcocks, Uollege 


Cannon st 
Taevrysicn. | Wim, St Leonard’s, Sussex, Draper Dec5 Waterman, Bishopsgate st 


Warrane. Ciamxa Astiry, Chariton Kings, Glos, Surgeon Dec 25 F & E Griffiths, 
Wixson, Janz, West Cromwell rd, South Kensington Dec5 Burchell & Co, The Sanc- 

tuary, Westminster 
Wy xs, Francis, Nottingham, Gent Dec8 Thorpe & Perry, Nottingham 

London Gaszette.—Torsvay, Nov. 8. 

Anperson, Ann Kencn, Landor rd, Stockwell Dec6 Barnard, Westminster Bridge rd 
Asu, Henry, Devizes, Wilts, Builder Dec20 Meek & Co, Devizes 
Arxixsoy, Grorog, Bradford, Joiner Decl Gordon & Co, Bradford 
Bartow, Marrua, Whitefield, Lancs Nov 30 Grundy & Lamb, Manchester 
Beeno, Evizaperu Sopusa, Clifton Wood, Bristol Dec 20 Salisbury & Griffiths, Bristol 
Bexeos, Haxnam Manta, Manchester, Confectioner Dec 24 Diggles & Ogden, Mari- 


news, Leones Exizasetu, Kingston upon Hull Jani Leak & Co, Kingston upon 
Butt, , wssamy, Montrell rd, Streatham, Accountant Dec 15 Pattison & Vo, 
ueen Victoria st 


© middie Rosert, Manchester, Calenderer Dec6 Lambert, Manchester 

Ciark, Jouwx Coox, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Gent Dec 12 Assinder, Birmingham 
Coore, Haxnau, Whitefield, Lancs Nov 30 Grundy & Lamb, Manchester 

Corroy, Emma, Reigate, Surrey Dec6 Carter, St Michael's alley, Cornhill 

Fors, Gzorcr hare = West Smithfield, Provision Merchant Dec7 Douglas & Co, New- 


Gassenen JAMES, ‘Ashton under Lyne, Farmer Dec 10 Whitworth, Ashton under Lyne 

Garranp, Hoyona Henntetra Draxe, Wheathampstead, Herts Dec 19 Farrar & Co, 

H ae . yr Boot Dealer Nov 21 Timbrell & Deighton, King 
ART, wm z ridge . 

Harvey, Wiiu1am Jony, Norwich, Land Agent Dec 24 Bavin & Daynes, Norwich 

Hewett, Lady Hiipa Gustarva, Stockholm, Sweden Dec31 Trinder & Capron, Cornhill 

Hewett, Sir Harry Hamuentoy, Bart, Horsham, Sussex Dee 31 Trinder & Capro 

Hicks, Atrrep, Cambridge, Builder Dec 31 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Hicks, Euriy, Cambridge, Builder Dec 31 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Hiris, Fraxx Crarxe, Penshurst, Kent, Esq Dec 20 Pattison & Co, Queen. Victoria st 

Hirerave, Mary Axx, Luton, Beds Deci Austin, Luton 

Jacxsoy, Faeper1ok Gervis, Scarborough, Doctor of Medicine Dec 23 Drawbridge, 


Jacxsox, Lampert, Manchester, Manufacturing Stationer Dec 5 Needham & Co, 


Knicutty, Resecoa, Cambridge Dec 31 Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 

Lock, Rosext, Bryanston, Blandford, Dorset, Gent Dec 15 Lock, Dorchester 
incor, Louisa Currrox, 8t John in Bedwardine, Worcester Deol Parker & Lord, 
Manvove, Annie, Mortimer rd, Kilburn Dec6 Robinson & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Mixes, Jouy, Southampton st, Fitzroy sq, Printer Dec 10 MacColla, Old Broad st 
Muserave, Ancuer Jonny Witi1am, Langley, Bucks, Captin RN Decl7 Trower & Co, 


New sq, Lincoln’s 
Nissey, Haseae, Uiewr Tulse hill Dec 19 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill, Cannon st 
Pric —— omg Suurr, Abington Abbey, co Northampton, Gent Dec 31 Dennis & 
‘aulkner, 
Prres, Rucuand, Stanley Grane Notting hill, Clerk in Holy Orders Dec19 Paine & Co, 
Helen’s 
Rapcuirrs, Joun ALEXanpER, Cambridge ter, Hyde pk Dec20 Radcliffes_& Co, Craven 
cross 
Rout Tuomas Nicouts, Torrington st, Russell sq, Gent Jan 31 Chariton, St 
within’s lane 
Roxgsuck, Witt14M, Horsell, nr Woking, Surrey, Gent Dec 19 Worrell, Coleman st 
Surrnies, Many, Oldham Dec5 Ponsonby & Carlile, Oldham 
Sracr, Gzoror, Epping, Essex, Shoemaker Decl Windus & Trotter, Epping 
Tarron, Caartes, Crewe Decl6 T & E Slaney, Newcastle, Staffs 
Tavuytos, Rt Hon Marr ean Georo1ana, Baroness, Eaton pl Dec? Walker & Co, 
Theobali 8 


id’s Gray’ : 
THorNuILL, ee st, Manchester Dec 22 Naunton & Son, Cheapside 
Tuvurcoop, Bexsamin Tomson, Saffron Walden, Essex Deci Collin, Saffron Walden 


Tonan, Hama, Reighten vies, BASte sh Tottenham Dec 81 Chariton, St Swithin’s 
Tunyer, Witt1amM Hewry, Marple, co Chester, Gent Dec 31 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Unpgrwoop, Fanyy, Nottingham Dec 81 Wallis, Nottingham 

Wa.xer, Zaccnevs, Six Hollies Hall, Wores, Esq Decl Piercy, Leeds 

Wares, Roserr Joux, Lyall st, Belgrave sq, Builder Dec 5 Hopgoods & Dowson, 
‘Warp, Rosert, Yorks, Mason Nov 30 Scholefield & Co, Batley 





Wouter, Wittiam, New Oxford st, Watchmaker Dec 2) Lewia & Co, Southampton st 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Nov. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALExaxper, Frepenicx Percivat, and Samuver Bow YER, 
Little Britain, Manufacturers High Court Pet Nov7 
O1d Nov7 

ALEXANDE Wi111am Jones, Bellstone, Shrewsbury, Pro- 
vision Merchant Shewsbury Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Axrcuipacp, James, Gateshead on Tyne, Plumber Newcas- 
tleon Tyne Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Anter, Witt1am Heyry, Devizes, Wilts, Fishmong r Bath 

any! 7 Ord Nov7 

Arcuey, Faepericxk Wiru1amM, Liantrissent, Mon, Gentle- 

man Farmer Newport, Mon Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov7 

Banow, Josian, Walton, nr Liverpool, formerly Builder 
Liv 1 Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 9 

Biacs, Hexry, Worthing, Bicycle Maker Brighton Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 ; 

Bisnor, Wituiam Futtmay, Snodland, Kent, Builder 
Maidstone Novs Ord Novs 

Brooxianp, Artnuas Cuaries, Southsea, Outfitter Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov7 O:d Nov7 

Burcomse, Henry, Norton, Stockton on Tom, Station 
Master Stockton on Tee; Pet Nov7 Ord Nev7 

Cocxsnoor, Tuomas Bowers, Hyde, Cheshire, Veterinary 
Surgeon —— under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet 
Nov3 Ord Nov 

Co.es, Joun, Clanfield, Hants, Farmer Portsmouth Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Coox, Fronexce Apa, Holloway rd, Ironmonger Tigh 
Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 

Crew, Autrrev, Ukeford, Fitzpaine, Dorset, Baker Dor- 
chester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Crovcu, Epwix, Niutield, Sussex, Wheelwright Hustiogs 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Dausy, Herrick, Banbury, Oxon, Timber Merchant 
Banbury Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Dasiet, Ricnarp, and Witiiam Jouy Davies, late of 
Bristol, Wholesale Grocers Bristol Pet Nov 9 Ord 


ovo 
Deakin, Geonce, Norwich, Carpenter Norwich Pet Nov 
Novs 
Ferry, hae og ew gd Leeds, Pottery Foreman 


et Nov7 Ord No 
Froyp, Israev, Trehavod, Glam, “Bootmaker Pontypridd 
Pet Nov7 urd Nov7 
Forp, Wit.1aM, Thornborough, Ducks, Farmer Banbury 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
— Attes, Mexborough, Yorks, Tailor Sheffield 
et Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 
me... Georce Fiper, + oT ot Berks, Farmer 
Oxtord Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Haxzeis, Epwarp James, Smethwick, eam, Merchant 
West Bromwich Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Hanrauis, Joseru, Tunbridge Wells, Riding Master Tun- 
bridge Wells Pet NovS Ord Nov8 
Haw ey, Cuar.es, Newport, Mon, Grocer Newport, Mon 
ovo Nov 9 
more, 3 James Jonsox, Darlington, Builder Stockton on 
‘ees and Middlesborough Pet Nuv7 Ord Nov7 
Howarp, Francis, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer L2ices- 
ter Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
man Harry, late of Southport, Tailor Liverpool Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Jones, Jony, and Witt1amM Heap Joves, Liverpool, Joiners 
Liverpool Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Jones, Rosert, Brynteg, Liantysilio, Denbighshire, Quarry 
rietor Wrexham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Joxes, Wittiam, Brunswick sq, formerly Builder High 
Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Levy, Myer, Drury lane, Fruiterer High Court Pet Nov 
9 Ord Nov 9 
McKernrow, Ronenrt, Billiter sq — Fenchurch st High 
Court Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov 
Muuiex, Joun Henry, Croydon, Surrey, Schoolmaster 
don Nov5 Ord Nov5 
Newmay, Micnaet, Rodmell, nr Lewes, Sussex, Grocer 
Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 
a James Bertranp Payne, 8t George’s Club, Han- 
aq, retired — High Court Pet 
Suly 24 Ord Aug 
Pivx, DERICK, Up iat Surrey, Corn Merchant 
Wandsworth Pe Nov8 Ord Novs 
Puaxt, Wattrer Henry, Macclesfield, Brewer's Clerk 
Macclesfield Pct Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Prowniecut, Eouunxp, Brunswick st, Hackney rd, Boot 
Manuf: High Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 
Poote, Heyny, Ulverston, Innkeeper Ulverston Pet 
Novs Ord Novs 
i, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Fruiterer Kingston 
Ross! Gaonon, Great Warley, Eenox’ Licensed Victuall 
EORGE. t ey, Essex, Licens ictualler 
Fy Geonse, Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Roruery, Lister, 8taincliffe, motley, Yorks, Grocer 


Dewsbury Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 
Row.axps, Moses, Pen yeraig, why Pontypridd, Glam, 
Proprietor idd Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


Snoms, Hexverr, Batley, orks, formerly Innkeeper 
Dewsbury Pet Novs8 Ord Novs . 

Sura & Duyirace, Kuetn » an at Sood Merchants 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Nov 2 — v5 

Srzxcer, Jouy Tuomas, Peterboroug’ b, Canpenter Peter- 

be . rn, Bel Ord Nov 9 iets i 
AFFORD, ey grave, — et Gardener 
Leicester Pet N Ord Nov 

Swrramreanx, Cunt, Bradford, " Builder Bradford Pet 

Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Grorar, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 

Pet Get 27 Ord Nov 9 

Totrett, Tuomas, King’s Heath, Worcs, Die Sinker 


Pet Nov 8 Ord Novs j . 

AVID Raz, Essex road, Islington 

High Gourt Pet Nov9 Ord ka 

ee eee 

Warrt, Lesren, rw bl Grocer Portsmouth Pct Nov 
5 Ord Nov5 


Wesrox, 





Wnarrwore, Hewnry, Birmingham, Tailor Birmingham 
Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Wittrams, Epuunp, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov 7 


Ord Nov 9 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Ames, Wittram, Leeds, Fruit Merchant Nov 2latil Off 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Anrern, Witttam Henry, Devizes, Wilts, Fishmonger 
— y at 12.30 Off , Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
sristo! 

Avutp, Ettex Murray, Montagu pl, Russell sq, Turtle 
Merchant Nov 22at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Baae OTT, Josern, Gt Bridge, Staffs, Commission Agent 

Nov 21 at 10.30 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 
Baruam. Cuantes Frepertcx, Walton on the Naze, Essex, 
Innkeeper Nov 19at3.15 Townhall, Colchester 
Beaumont, F E B, Kensington gardens terrac} Nov 18 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Bos.ey, Joux, Lower Lyde, Pipe cum Lyde, Herefordshire, 
Farmer Nov 18 at10 2, Offa st, Hereford 
Brtaas, Putte L, late Thornleigh, Bolton, Gent Nov 21 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Brows, Streeugn, West ——— Essex, Farmer Nov 19 
at 2.15 Townhall, Colchester 
Browxe, Cuarves, De Beauvoir rd, Mercantile Clerk 
Nov 22 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Carritt, Freperick Biassoy, Rood lane, Solicitor Nov 
22 at 2.30 bemng's ay, Aer Carey st 
Cuirros, Curusert, late Claridge’s Hotel, Gent Nov 21 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Coatswortn, Grorer, Sunderland, Steamship Manager 
Nov 18 at230 Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Coomses, Henny Arrave, Cheshunt, Herts, Builder Nov 
1sat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
Crousuer, Joux, Loftus, York, Journeyman Butcher Nov 
2tat3 Off Rec, 8, Alberts rd, Middlesborough 
Daniet, Ricnarp and Jonny Witttam Dantet, Bristol, 
Wholesale Grocers Nov 23 at 1 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Corn st. Bristol 
Dawson, Henry Wittiam, Ryde, I W, Hair Dresser Nov 
21 at 11.30 Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, I W 
Denxyer, Wii.ttam, Ventnor, I W, Corn Merchant Nov 21 
at il Holyrood chmbrs, Newport, IW 
Dovetas, Tuomas, Newcastle on Tyne, Travelling Draper 
a 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on 
yne 
Deew, Joux, Colchester, Fruiterer Nov 19 at 2.45 
Townhall, Colchester 
Fawcett. Dastet, Northallerton, Yorks, Tinner Nov 21 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Fiece, WituiAm, Southend on Sea, Builder Nov 18 at 
12.30 Institute, Clarence rd, Southend 
Gapsty. Jouy, Leeds, Perambulator Maker Noy 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Harvey, Hexry Fow tne, Stoke, mar ie Biker Nov 
22at12 10, Athenzeum ter, Plymout 
Haworth, Squire, Burnley, Traveller for Timber Mer- 
chants Dec 1 at 1.30 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, 
Burnley 
Hay, Frepexicx, Uxbridge road, Fine Art Dealer Nov 18 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Howarp, Francis, Leicest-r, Boot Manufacturer Nov 18 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Rowse, Harry, late of Southport, Tailor Nov 21 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Live 
Jounstone, Joun Ferrevssoy, Bootesley, Birmingham, 
Biker Nov 2iatil 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Jones, Evan, late of Maenan, Carnarvonshire, Farmer 
Nov 22at 1 Market Hull, Blaenau Festiniog 
Jones, Marcaret, Merthyr Tydfil, Grocer Nov 18 at 12 
Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Joyxes, WittiAm James, Aston juxta Birmingham, Haulier 
Nov 23 at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
KirKkatpy, W1LL1AmM Henry, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, 
Master Mariner Nov 18 at 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 
Lez, Ross Mexeicx, Leamington, Stationer Nov 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coventry 
Lew1s, Janes Epw ARD, Porth, =, Police Officer Nov 
18 at3 Off Ree, Merthyr Tyd 
Mason, WIit.iam, Tynda: le oo Upper st, iaioeien, 
Livery stable Keeper Nov 19 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 
Norris, Leovarp Gray, Birmingham, Hosier Nov 21 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Oranxcr, Georce Frixt. Compton Gifford, Devon, late 
Mineral Merchant Nov 22 at 11 10, Athenseum ter, 
Plymouth 
Pearsox, Avrrep, Ketton, Rutland, Baker Nov 25 at 12 
Law Courts, Newry rd, Peterborough 
Parvurrs, Bicuarp Barnnouse, Swansea, Accountant Nov 
19at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Roruery, Laster, Staincliffe, Batley, Yorks, Grocer Nov 
18at3 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Rutter, Josepu, Outwell, Isle of Ely, Boot Maker Nov 19 
at 19 Court house, King’ 8 Lynn 
Scartetr, Wititiam Ricnarp, Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, Omnibus Proprietor Nov 21 at11 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 
Srarrorp, Josern, Belgrave, Leicester, Market Gardener 
Nov 18 at3 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 
Srevenxsoy, Greorce Harry, Cheltenham, Tobacconist 
Nov 19 at 4 County Court bldgs, Cheltenham 
Sreanxe, James, jun, Buxton, Gent Nov 18 at 11.30 Of 
" County chmbrs, Market place, Stockport 
a, Cuarues, Bradfo alder Nov 22 at 11.30 
0 Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Tensvrt, George, L , Boot M: 
1230 Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Lei 
West, Henry Gaumox, Broadstairs, Kent, Station Master 
Nov 18 at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 
Wergranm, James and Eouuxp Wairraker, Accrington, 
Cotton Manufacturers Nov 18 at 3.30 Of Ree, 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
Wirkiy, Srecira Louisa, 
maker Nov 2iat12 Bankruptcy 
Wager Rays, Hafod, nr Swansea, Licensed Victualler 


facturer Nov 21 at 





lens sq, Dress- 
8 


ov 2lat12 Off Rec, 31, rd, Swansea 
Wizsox, E, , Widow Nov 18 at 10 Off Rec, 73, 
Castle st, ry 





Wirney, Joux, Bristol, Confectioner Nov 23 at 12 Off 
, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Zeau ANDER, H, late Spitalfields! Market, Wholesale Fruiterer 
Nov 18atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


The following amended notice is eee | oe that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Oct. 22 


Pesyey, Artiuvur Pearsoy, Russley, nr <a Wilts, 
Owner of Race Horses Novi19 at 12 Koom 76, Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


The following ar-ended notice is substituted anh that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette, Nov. 


Awnprews, Jons, Shrewsbury, Clerk in Holy pre Nov 
15 at 10.30 Off Ree, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALEXANDER, WittrAm Jones, Bellstone, Shrewsbury, 
ae Merchant Shrewsbury Pet Nov 9 Ord 
ov9 
ARCHIBALD, James, Gateshead on Tyne, Plumber New- 
castle on Tyne Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Arrer, WittiaM Hesry, Devizes, Wilts, Fishmonger Bath 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Atcuiey, Frepericx Wriiiam, Liantrissent, Mon, 
Gentleman Farmer Newport, Mon Pet Oct 25 Ord 
ov 8 
Baaaort, Joseru, Gt Bridge, Staffs, Commission Agent 
Wolverhampton Pet Oct 27 Ord Nov 7 
Bevturncer, Georce Epwarp, Dante rd, Newington 
Butts, Publican High Court Pet Oct 28’ Ord Nov 5 
Bias, He NRY, Worthing, Bicycle Maker Brighton P.t 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Bisnor, WILLIAM FuLuman, Snodland, Kent, Builder Maid- 
stone Pet Nov 8 Ord’ Novs 
Bratt, Louis, and Wittiam Henry Bratz, Hart st, 
Bloomsbury, Fine Art Publishers High Court Pet 
Oct 19 Ord Nov8 
Brooxianp, Artaur Cuarves, Southsea, Outfitter Ports- 
mouth Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 
Brooks, ALEXANDER, Henry, Ferry st, Millwall, Licensed 
Victualk r High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov7 
Burcompe, Henry, Norton, Stockton on Tees, Station 
Master Stockton on Tees Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Cores, James Frepericx, Wood st, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov5 
Cougs, Jouy, Cans. Hants, Farmer Portsmouth Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov 
Crew, AL¥rep, Okeford Fitz ~Ty Dorset, Baker Dor- 
chester Pet Nov9 Ord 
Crooke, James Henry, Gray’s hl Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Sept 21 Ord Nov7 
Danyiet, Ricnarp, and Wititam Jouyx Daniet, late of 
oe. Wholesale Grocers Bristol Pet Nov9 Ord 
‘ov 9 
Davies, Ricuarp, Sedgley, pate, Safe Manufacturer 
Dudley Pet Oct 13 Ord Nov 
Deak, a Norwich, - owen ll Norwich Pet Nov 
ovs 
Ferry, Wittiam, Burmantofts, Leeds, Pottery Foreman 
Leeds Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Frioyp, Iseacx, Trehavod, Glam, Boot Maker Pontypridd 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 
Freeman, Aten, Mexborough, Yorks, Tailor Sheffield 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Garis, Tuomas, Wolverhampton, Solicitor Wolverhampton 
Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 7 
Geerina,: Grorce Fivet, + > aceon Berks, Farmer 
Oxford Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 
Gairrirus, Wavter Bertram, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov 9 
GrinpEtL, WiLL1AM (sen), Muston, Hunmanby, nr Filey, 
Yorks, Farmer Scarborough Pet Oct3 Ord Novs 
Garnpett, Witt1amM, Muston, Hunmanby, nr Filey, Yorks, 
Farmer eo Pet Oct3 Ord Nov 8. 
Hares, Joseru, — ge Wells, Riding Master Tun- 
bridge Wells Pi et Nov 7 Ord Nov 8 
Howarp, Ig xa, om Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Nov8 Ord Ni 
How es, Haney, late of Southport, Tailor Liverpol Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Hupsoy, Parmenas Martin Buroess, Lancaster gate, 
meee oe pare, Wine Merchant High Court Pvt Sept 22 
ov5 


Jon b. 4 all Brynteg, Liantysilio, ws “Te Quarry 
Proprietor Wrexham Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 

Lez, Ross Merrick, m, Stationer "Warwick 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov8s 

Mutiey, Joun Henry, Croydon, Surrey, Schoolmaster 
Croydon Pet Nov5 Ord Novi 

Newmay, Micnuaet, Rodmell, nr Lewes, Sussex, Grocer 
Lewes Pet Nov7 Ord Nov8 

Prant, Water Henry, Macclesfield, Brewer's Clerk 
Macclesfield Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Prowricut, Eouunp, Brunswick st, Hackney rd, Boot 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Rey, Ju —- Grazebrook rd, Stoke Newington, Merchant in 
locks ‘High Court Pet Sept 24 Ord Nov 7 

Rosexrs, Fou by m upon ag) Fruiterer Kingston 

‘ov ‘_ Ord Nov 

Reverse, yp tng Ste iffe, Batley, ‘Yorks, Grocer Dews- 
bury Pet Nov4 Ord Nov4 

Row anps, Moszs, Penygraig, nr Pontypridd, Glam, 
Colliery Proprietor Pontypridd Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Rutter, vo Outwell, .- of Ely, Boot Maker King’s 
Lynn Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 9 

SANDERS, ae (Dr), ), Leute ae, mh yg my And Club Pro- 
prietor High Court 

Switn, Gores aommses, Se Feiss court, Fleet st, Coffee 
rooms ‘Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

Srencer, Joun Tuomas, Peterboromee. Carpenter Peter- 
borough Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Sreet, Taomas James, Gracechurch st High Court Pet 
Sept 5 Nov7 

Sronxe, Hersert, Clifton, Pa, Livery Stable Keeper 
Bristol Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov7 

Strrousserc, Fervixanv, Cockspur st, Government Contrac- 
tor Court Pet Aug 18 Ord Nov 28 

SwirHensank, CHARLES, Builder Bradford Pet 
Nov7 Ord Nov7 
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Txsutt, Gcoror, er Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Pet Oct 


27 Ord Nov9 
Tottett, Tuomas, King’s, Heath, a Die Sinker Bir- 
Pet Novs Ord Ni 

Wearuentey, C, late High rd, Chiwik, Provision Dealer 
Brentford Pet Oct1i Ord Nov 

Wueeter, Jouy Heyry, Cheltenham, ‘Builder Cheltenham 
Pet Nov5 Ord Nov 5 

White, rid, Landport, Grocer Portsmouth Pet Nov 
5 Ord Novi 


Wri1ams, Ruys, Hafod, nr Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet Oct7 Ord Nov8 

Wi trams, Sanvet, late Bank bldgs, Wimbledon, Uphols- 
terer High Court Pet Sept16 Ord Nov7 

Wricut, Jonx, Manchester, Cycle Factor 
Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov7 


London Gazette—Turspay, Nov. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Attum, Wittram Jouys, Phoenix rd, Ealing Dean, late 
orist Brentford Pet Nov 11 a Nov 11 
 eawed of Music 


Asxew, Cornisn Gizss, mn, Notts. 
Nottingham Pet Nov 12 ‘Ord N 
ILLIAM, Nottingham, Tailor ‘Nottingham Pet 
ov il 


Bateman, 
Nov 11 

Bisnor, Samvuet, Nuneaton, Fruiterer Coventry Prt Nov 
ll Ord Nov il 

Bray, Parrick Joseru, Derby, Draper Derby Pet Oct 29 
Ord Nov 11 

Bripewarter, Freperick aan, Oxford, Tobacconist 
Oxford Pet Novil Ord N 

Burpett, ALBERT Epwarp, Sheffield, Steel File Merchant 
Sheffield Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov il 

Carty, Mavnice, Colchester, Builder Colchester Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 

Cuapwick, Tom, Skipsea, Yorks, Butcher Scarborough 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 11 

Cuapman, CHARLES, pate, Herts, Brewer Hertford 
Pet Oct 29 Ord Nov 1 

Cursizr, Artuur, Kingston on Thames, Blind Manufac- 
turer Kingston Pet Novi12 Ord Nov 12 

enny, Bradford, ” actmamaa Carter Biad - 
ovll Ord Nov 
gy ALFRED, Leeds, Tailor Leeds P.t Nov 10 
ov 1 

Coorer, Joun Caues, mr Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 

Cranes, Georce (sen), Ryde, IW, Baker Ryde Pet Nov 
12 Ord Nov 12 

Drew, Amprosz, Cinderford, Glos, Grocer Gloucester 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

Evsey, Witi1am, Gt ce Baker Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Novil Ord Novi 

ee ~ Epwarp, Redland, Bristul, Commercial Traveller 

Bristol Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Evans, Joun, Treorkey, Glam, Grocer Pontypridd Pet 
Novill Ord Nov 11 

Fenestre, Cuartes Hiproryre Josepn, Aldermanbury, 
—_ save Clerk High Court Pet Nov 12, Ord 

‘ov 

Ferrers, Manrrep, Brighton, armen mt Brigh- 
ton Pet Novil Ord Novi a en 

Fox, Tuomas, Sowerb: — ‘Yorks, Plumber Halifax 
Pet Nov12 Ord 

Garyuam, Evizapetu ,° a New Oxford st, Hosier 
High Court Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Green, Wittram Rirpix, Melton Mowbray, Grocer Lei- 
cester Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Hampson, Josepn, — aM Joiner Bolton Pet 
Nov7 Nov 1 

— pane * nadh Confectioner Exeter Pet Nov 

ov 12 
Romeay, 70 James, Leeds, Seedsman Leeds Pet Nov 11 
ll 


HENsHALL, 1 Ashton under Lyne, Market Gardener 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 

Hunt, Jous Tuomas, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Lei- 
cester Pet Novi2 Ord Nov 12 

5 eens, Senge, Yarn Agent Nottingham 

Novi 

wR, Epwarp Water, West meta, Plasterer 
Sunderland Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 

Inoxs, Tuomas, Mansfield, late ‘Licensed Victualler 
N Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

AmuEL, Leicester, Furnishing Contractor 

Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 

Jones, WiLL1am Joan, —_ Journeyman Wood Turner 

x —_ tg ana 10 : rd Nov 10 Oe 

ing, Gores Epwarp, Ru nsurance nt Coven 

Pet Novil Ord Novi ry " ~~ - 

— Ler, Ricnarp, Old st High Court Pet Oct 20 Ord 

9 


Lassam, Tuomas Heyry, eseanes Oilman Windsor 
Novi12 Ord Nov 12 
Linzett, Frank Lixcoiy, Archwa: Upper Holloway, 
Builder High Court Pet Nov To mont ov 10 
Massinees, Sore teens 4 er’s Assistant Leeds 
ov i 


Ne... a Huddersfield, a Innkeeper Hudders- 
field Pet Nov 2 Nov 

anes Jouw Frepenricc, Roath, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff 
Pet Nov 9 Nov 9 

Mrrown.s,” Hi Lame York, Innkeeper York Pet Nov 11 

Morret., tl Warrenby, Yorks, Journeyman Pork 
Bu Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Morais, Water, am, Somerset, Gent Taunton Pet 
Oct 28 Ord Nov 1 

Murx00k, B Ricuarp, Cardiff, Printer Cardiff Pet Nov 10 

10 


Cueges, Joun 
Pet 


Coates 


Jacoss, 


Pacer, ll by wy Chesterton, Cambs, Solicitor 
> Camb: . wns Seb Ord 7H 12 . 
‘ALMER, JOHN tell ronmonger 
P Bagg ‘ovi2 Ord Nov 12 
ARRY, ERT, Phil, =, Same Miner Merthyr 
afil Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 


Powe .t, Samvgt, Stafford, Grindery: Dealer Stafford Pet 
Nov 9 Ord Nov 9 


ro, Daniet, Nantymoel, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 


ovil Ord Nov il 
Bayp, Wii.1am, 


Raye pine Sesastien Gronar, Throgmorton avne 
High Court Pet Sept10 Ord 
AmMuEL Burrow 
Nov10 Ord Ni 
Boot Dealer Liver- 
ov il 
Saxon, Hexry, Wainfelin. , Mon, Journey- 
man \ crated Newport, Mon 
oom ¢ Sous, 2 Factor Stockton on Tees 
Wingate, 
Ord Nov 10 
Woopcockx, Goutpixa, Sheffield, Saddler Sheffield Pet 


Harwar st, Kingsland itch, late 
Court Pet Nov 10 Ook Nor 10 Nov 10 
Ri ~ se » Chelsea, Gent 
ELF 
High Court Pet J July 27 Od Nav is 
Roaers, pret: Tuomas, Broadway, ak Baker Worces- 
8 ad i Bi fy 
ANDERS, Jon Bartay, : 
pool’ Pet Oct 26 ‘Ord Ni 
Savory, WItiiaM, papense, Yorks, Drysalter Halifax 
Pet Novli Ord N 
Pet Nov 12 Ord 
Nov 12 
Tapmay, = THomas, ed inn pl, Solicitor High 
Court 8 Ord Nov 
Middlesborough’ Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
‘ov ‘ov 
W. Groros, the . late Rodridge Farm, nr 
sm, * Sunderland Pet Nov 10 
Weneees, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov 
0 
Waray, Hexry Wanxer, Hammersmith rd, Basket 
Maker High Court Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Wootr, Gonames Samurt, Sandringham rd. Dalston, late 
Merchan 


or High Court Pet Nov 11 Ord 
Nov ll 
Wrentuore, Wittiam, White Hart Brewery, Bermondsey, 
Brewer High Court Pet Oct 25 rd Nov 10 


Youre, Grorce, , Bradford, Grocer Bradford 


Nov9 Ord Nov9 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


A.persox, Witttam Henry, Norwich, Builder Nov 26 at 
12 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

ALEXANDER, Freperick Perciv aL, and Sauvet Bowyer, 
Little Britain — aa rers Nov 25at2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs =e 

dna Wee oveEs, Bellstone, Shrewsbury, Provi- 
sion Merchant Nov 22 at 11.30 Off Ree, Talbot chmbrs, 


Arcuey, Freperice Writ, Liantrissent, Mon, Gentle- 
man Farmer —e oy 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank 
chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Barrtox, Bexsautn, Blackburn, Manufacturer Nov 30 at 1 
County Court house, Blackburn 

Bet, Taomas Newnuam, Birmingham, Gold Case Manu- 
facturer Nov 23at1 Off Rec, 17, Hertford st, Coven- 


Brrnarpo, Ly beara A hg -m- es Agent 


Nov 25 
Bisnopr, enam P nme 5 y bes, Kent, builder Nov 
23 at1.15 Off Rec, We k st, Maidsto: 


Chane, ao Henry, pentieal Journeyman Carter Nov 
25 at Off Ree, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Cook, ol. Apa, Holloway rd, Ironmonger Nov 25 
at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Cuer ‘tt 

Cooper, Joun Cau “a ry L ae Farmer Nov 23 at 
12 Rec, Week 

Crew, Atrrep, Okeford Sivitepeine, Deve, Baker Nov 23 
at1 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Crooks, James Henry, Gray’s inn rd, Manufacturer Nov 
2% ati Bankru bldgs, 

Curtciirre, Georar, Combmartin, von, Tailor Nov 22 
at 11 ing’s Arms Hotel, High st, Barnstaple 

5 ~ Hg yet , Carpenter Nov 26 atll Off 

8, King st, Norwic' 
Forp, ane Thornbo: rough, Bucks, Farmer Nov 22 at 
date’s, Oxford 

amen ‘Maurice, Leeds, Cabinet Maker Nov 24 at 12 

Off 22, Park 


row 
fom S eames x Ronet, Cowley Peachey, Uxbridge, 
Nov 22at3 Off Reo, 95, Tem- 


avenue 
Fon, ome Rak sea Nov 25 at 


Giuaee, wp beh by From, Sunningwel, Berks, Farmer Nov 
wtse 1 6 a i gall = en 

Goopatt, Wiiuiam, Weaver 8, ootton 8, 

Nov 22 at 3.30 Green Man Hotel, Ashbourne 

ace y Wituram Riprrv, Melton Mowbray, Grocer Nov 

24 at 12.30 Rec, 34, Friar Jane, Leicester 
eudines Wituam, sen, Muston, Hunmanby, nr Filey, 
Farmer Nov 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, 74, New- 


Grixpect, Witt1aM, Muston, Hunmanby, or Filey, Yorks, 
Farmer Nov 23 at 11.45 Off Re», 74, Newborough 


pa 5, Joux, Bourvemouth, Builder Nov 23 at 12.30 
Harris, JaNR, Torquay, Confectioner Nov 2iat 10 Off 
Ree, 13, Bedford cireus, Exeter 
ana, = posh oe Fe 22 6 Sa Off Rec, Cambridge 
Hopason, Somes Farpericn, Leeds, Lithographer Nov 
23 at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Hoteats, Cart menene, Lae Leeds, Cattle Dealer Nov 23 at 11 
Off Rec, row, Leeds 
ome i Ricuarp, pear A Surrey, Gent Nov 22 at 11.30 
Jonys, Ra a vwbiaengnr, Gla, Nov 2iat 11 Off 
Kixe, hk. on How ano, Rugby, In Insurance tee Nov 23 
at 2.30 Ree, 17, 
Kworr, Witt1am, Caston, Norfolk, C Carrier a er 26 at 11.30 
Off 8, Norwich 
Leask, JAMES . Walton st, Chelsea, 
Nov 22 at 12 
Nov 28 at 12 


u Carey st 
eer ues Lanes, Provision Dealer Nov 23 at 
st, Liverpool 


Mai M Ht late Nov 23 at 
One ‘uddersfield, Innkeeper Nov 


McKernow, Rosert, sq Fench at Nov 
22at 2 oa = 

Miers, Witt1am Fextox, Hill, Kent, Commercial 
Tra’ Nov 23 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, 


M ae - North A’ st, Tobacconist Nov 23 at 
‘ores, Sypyey. udley uv 

2.30 Bankruptey bldgs, st ~ 
moe Jouw Day, st, East India Merchant 


the pahesetton, Ca, Solicitor 


Pater. Coarces hina 


Nov 2 at 12 
Payne, James Berrranp § Pet 8t a. Club, Han- 
over ov 22 at 11 Bankruptcy 


bldgs, st 
ink 2. I xwis, Cheltenham, Timber Merchant Nov 22 at 
8 ‘County Court Cheltenham 
Peart, ArTuur hed yey ‘strad Rhondda, Glam, Colliery 
24at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 
Proprietor Nov 24 at 11 
row, 


Foaye. hee Hewey, se Brewer's Clerk 
atil Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Maccles- 


field 
PLowaicat, Eouvxp. Brees *~ as rd, Boot 
a at bldgs, 


Powe, Sots, ¢ Ginirey 5 Doet Nov 24 at 
11.30 Off Rec, St ‘s pl, Staff 
Rarxnow, Horace, La gl ‘Batches Manager Nov 
24 at 11 tage’ Casey 
Reaper, At “74 en Gea Sussex, Tobmaster Nov 22 
R SS ae wih, Gree’ Dat 6 at 12 Off 
EGAN, Jouy. Pewsey 20 6 a 
st, Swindon 


nen tale ae upon Hull, Fruiterer Nov 23 
atii Off Ree, ity Hull 


brs, 
‘orks. formesiy Innkeeper Nov 


Peres, Purr, 
Off Ree, 


22 at 3 Rec, Bank chm 
cue, ey Nieminghass t Nov 30 
Surrn, Grorce oy oy Balisbury, st, Coffee 
Rooms Keeper bankruptey bidgs 


Srescer, Joax Tuomas, Peterborough, Carpenter Nov 25 
at t 12.15 ; Law Courts, New ee gS 

Sree.e, WW anwick Cuances, Hawilton ‘og, Surgeon 
Nov 23 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Teopie Pome = Temple 
avenue 

a ‘e ae fen berth Penrhiwceiber, Glam, Outfitter Nov 
24 at Tyaal 

v4, gemee New y Eom, I Fruiterer Nov 
24 at 24, Railway 


11.30 Tooden Bri 
Turtox, Wit.taM Joutra, Crookes Bhetict, Assistant 
Man Nov 23 at 3.30 Off Rec, Figtree lane, 


8) 
Wess, Cuartes Frepericx. Hackford rd, Holland »*, 
Brixton, Mechanical Engineer Nov 23° at 12 Bank- 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wuee.er, Jony Henny, Cheltenham, Builder Nov 22 at 
4 County Court Chel 
Witurams, Frepericx Tomas Gosus, Cundlt 
Nov 23 at 11 


Woroswortn, Joux Epwarp, 
Ree, 


29, Queen st, Cardiff 


, Bank Manager 
Nov 2at3 Off lane, Sheffield 
Youna, erg Bradford, Grocer Nov 23 
atll Off Rec, 31, Manor1ow, Bradford 
Avexanper, James, Gt Winchester st, M-rehant High 
i yr 27 Ord Nov 10 
ALLuM, Oe ee Pheenix rd, Ealing Dean, late 
Florist pet Nov 11 Ord Nov1l 
Asxzw, Cornisu Gress, Beeston, Notts, T of Music 
Noltingham Pet Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
— py Fy Yer A rne, Kent Canter- 
‘ov 
Bangee, a, ar Liverpool, formerly Builder 
Pm Wiuam, N Tailor Nottingham 
Nov il Ord Nov 11 
iverpool, Broker Liverpool Pet Sept 
6 Nov tl 
Beaumont, F EB, Kensington gardens ter High Court 
Pet Oct6 Ord Nov8 
ov 
wee§ = a Se ey Walsall, Draper Walsall Tet 
De Beanvoir rd North, Mercantile Clerk 
Novi Ord Nov9 
Pet Nov 
x, Bradford, Journeyman Carter Brad- 
Norio’ Ord Nov 11 
mp, Leeds, Tailor Leeds Pet Nov 
ov 10 
' Tuomas Bowrr, Hyde, Cheshire. V: 
Conpee, — io. Ord Noro Kent, Farmer Maidstone 
late of Manchester, Hat Merchant 
cooggoate, Ween nig Ord Nov 10 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Beckwits, i, Li 
ani “ts aera = Nuneaton, Fruiterer Coventry Pet Nov 
meoun Cu. 
cote Colchester, Builder 
Ord a 0 
Surgeon under Lyne and Stalybridge xf 
Novs Ord Nov8 
Wheelwright Hastings 
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sara mer Confectioner Exeter Pet Nov 12 | 

ames, Leeds, Seedsman Leeds Pet Nov 11 | 
mite 

Horxixs, Groror, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Oct 21 
Ord Nov 12 


Host, Joux Tnouas, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Lei- 
Pet Novil Ord Nov 12 


cester 
Howrer, Tuomas, Nottingham, Yarn Agent Nottingham | 
Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov 11 | 


Howtinepox, Epowarp Watrer, West Hartlepool, 
Plasterer Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Irons, Tuomas, Mansfield, late i Somat Victualler Not- 

tingham Bet Nov 12 Ord Nov 1 

Jones, Joux, and Witt le foram faaed, 
Joiners ‘Li Pet Nov9 Ord Ni 

Joxgs, Witu1am, Brunswick sq, a. . Builder High 
Court Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 

Jowxs, , a. Joux, Leeds, Journeyman Wood Turner 
Leeds Pet Novi10 Ord Nov 10 

Kine, Groncr Epwarp, Rugby, Insurance Agent Coven- 
mi. Pet Nov 11 Ord Nov li 
lary i, a Soemey tan, late Fruiterer High Court Pet 


Sele eg ot Archway rd. Ce = Holloway, 
Builder Court Pet Nov 10 Ord 


Hageman, © Groner, mae Fish Dealer’s Aasotent Leeds 


Manzsa he dkg Turldersfield, late Innkeeper Hudders- 
field Pet Nov2 Ord Nov i 
Maatix, Water Ricnarp, Tottenham Court rd, Licensed 
Victualler Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov9 
McKay, Joux Faspericx, Roath, Cardiff, Tailor Cardiff 
McKee ~~ ® Mailiter bidgs Fenchurch h 
ERROW ong sq , Fenchurch st 
Court Pet Oct Ord Nov 1 a 
ton, 5 Bosvitie ty Wardrobe chambers, Queen Vic- 
tori. st, Merchant’ High Court Pet July 4 Ord 
17 


Mitcue.t, Henny, York, Innkeeper York Pet Nov 11 
Ord Nov 11 


Monrze.t, Grorcz, Warrenby, Yorks, Journeyman Pork 
Butcher Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
Nov9 Ord Nov9 

Muttockx, Sanaa, Cardiff, Printer Cardiff Pet Nov 10 


Nov 
Parry, Rosert, Tir Phil, Glam, Coal Miner Merthyr 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Pearsox, ALFRED, —. Rutland, Baker Peterborough 
Pet Oct 25 Ord N 


Poots, Hexry, Girone, Innkeeper Ulverston Pet 
Novs Ord Nov 10 

Price, Damir Nantymoe, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Novil Ord Novi 

Rano, Witu1am, is Kingsland rd, Sonam, late 
Grocer Court Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 1 

Reaper, Atrzep, Hailsham, Sussex, Selmesier East- 
bourne and Lewes Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 10 

me Joux Tuomas, Broadway, Worcs, Baker Wor- 

Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 

emu Se a a. » Yorks, Drysalter Halifax 

Pet Nov 11 ov 12 


Spon, eo llikg Batley, Yorks, pam Innkeeper 
Dewsbury Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Simonsex, Atpert Epwarp, Joun ‘Wane Pupperoor, and 
Eaxest Epwarp Jesse., George s:, Minories, Ivory 
Merchants Court Pet 17 Ord Nov ll 

Srare, vty Tun Wells, Widow Tunbridge Wells 

Pet Aug 22 Ord Nov 9 

Tozs, Joux, Darlington, Corn Factor Stockton on Tees 
and Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 

Warson, Gzorcr, j Farm, nr Wing: te, 

Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 


late Rodridge 
‘Wessrer, Cuarves, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Nov 
10 Ord Nov 10 
Wesrtox, Davin Grorae, Essex rd Cycle Manu- 
Wan High Court Pet Novo Ord Nov 11 


aus, Epuuxp, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet Nov 7 
Ord Nov 10 

‘Woopcock, iene, Sheffield, Saddler Sheffield Pet 

Woo Novi2 Ord = 
, Soromos Saxuv ys. Dalston, late 
Merchant Tailor Pet Nov 11 Ord 

lov 1 

Woovtaxp, James, and Freperice Wiit1am_Jonxsox, 
Manufacturers Pet Oct 5 


Ord Nov 12 


Wonrpsworrn, Jony Eowarp, Rotherham, Bank 
an Pa m, Manager | 


Oct 6 Ord Nov 11 
Yotnc, Gzonor, 


Pet Nov 7 “Oed Nors 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Russz.1, ees See tingale lane, Clapham, 
Gent sr mal iy Pe y 20 Annui Novt s 


Bradford, Grocer Bradford 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


| Nov. 24.—Messrs. Futter, Horszy, Sows, & Cassx.t, at 
the Mart, E.C., at 12 o’clock, Leasehol: see 
advertisement, this week, p. 58). 


Nov. 24,—Messrs. Guasrer & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 
o'clock, Freehold Investments (see advertisement, 
week, p. 53). 


| Nov. 25.—-Messrs. Baxzer & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
| ak, Freehold Ground-rents (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 58). 


Nov. 25.—R. Resp, Fea at the a, E.C., at 1 for 2 
o'clock, Freehold Properties (see advertisement, this 
week, p. 58). 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
ee: be made direct to the Publisher. 





ANTED, Copies of the 

Journal ” for Jeary Sist, 1891, No. 14 of 

Vol. 35, and October 3ist, 1891, being No. 1 of Vol. 36. 6d. 

per copy will be eo for the above at the Office, 27, 
paneer ssa 





** Solicitors’ 





QOLICTTORS RETIRING Wholly or in 

Part may make advantageous terms with a London 
firm of long be ee of establishing a Branch 
Office.—Exercy, Box No. 100, ‘Solicitors’ Journal’ Office, 
27, o Canepa, wc. 





'T‘RUST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Hooiatio endl tae Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest req 
whether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. ‘Lxor, 
Mortgage Braker, Broad-street-avenue, London, E.C 





(CHAMBEES (Gray’s-inn).—To Let, large 
Room and Clerk’s Office, self-contained, on first floor. 
—Apply Hew ett, Prestoy, & Co., 2, Raymond-buildings 


yo LAF I — Bournemouth, St. 
Brighton, Bestbourne, ee i: er Isle of of 


Wight, Jerey J receive Havalids &e. 
receive ids into aon Le houses.—For 
apply to Mr. G. B. Srocxesr, 8, 





sealers 





O INVALIDS.—A List of Medical Men 

in ot Sah, ee, ate eee Si 
folds Pe Private particulars and “ade ss “eG B Seanes 

miantaattnne Strand, W. “ 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 


OFFICE, LIMITED. 





MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 

£405,545. 
£140,000. 
£460,000. 


CAPITAL ooo “s 
Axswvat Income (1891) over 
Security To Insurep, over 


AGENCY. — Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND | 
BU! Agency. | 


SINESS invited to apply for 


os ny FEATURE in Accident 
REMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH 
who have made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. 


to those 





ent.—ONE | 


Head Offices-- 
pohbLMCAgy 45, Dale Street, 
or" Fire RE 
LIVERPOOL 


74, King William Street, 
LONDON. 

is teil 
allowed to MEMBERS 
OF THE LECAL PRO- 


FESSION for introduc. 
tion of business. 


LONDON & X 
LANCASHIRE 


V7 


FIRE 


INSURANce cowPAs’: 





Investments at 4 and 4} per cent. per annum. 


NATIONAL MORTGAGE AND AGENCY COMPANY 
OF NEW ZEALAND, LIMITED. 


Established 1877. 


Capital—2£1,000,000. Paid-up—£100,000 
Reserve Fund—£25,000. 


Drrecrors : 


BankeEsrs: 
Smith, Payne, & Smiths. | Bank of Scotland. 


The Company receives money on Debenture in sums of 
£100 and upwards for terms of 3, 5 or 7 years bearing 
interest at 4 per cent. be nh d= and a ee r cent. for 5 or 7 
years. Interest payable half-year! upons attached 

to the Bonds on 15th May = lien November, or ist 
Gana and ist July at the option of the investor. 


By the Bye of Association the issue of Debentures 
is restricted to the it of the lied Capital. 


Further particulars may be obtained on application to 
the Mawnacer at the Office of of the Company, 8, Great 
Winchester-street. London, E.C. 








Special Advantages to Private Pathe 
THE IMPERIAL insurance company 


tmuarep, FIRE. 
Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £200,000. 
Total Funds over £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 





HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparnp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuarina-onoss, Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Bates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 


W. C. Macpownap, 


} Joint 
F. B. Macponaup, § Secretaries 








us'3k. asas. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, £.0. 
WEST END BRANOCH—2, WATERLOO PLAOE, 8.W. 





ASSETS EXCEED 


TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES 
ANNUAL INCOME EXCEEDS 


G@ THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does not FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLY. © 


£4,702,000 
9,972,000 
829,000 








ta 


Policies Indispu Ble 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favourable terms. 
THOMAS G. OTT bod ~~ F.8.8., and 

; ° Actuary Manager. 


JAMES H. 


after S Wears. 

















